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The Law Society’s Meeting. 

Ir was hardly to be expected that the Law Society’s meeting 
last week, of which we give a report elsewhere, would be produc- 
tive of any matter of special interest. Questions of practical 
importance, which, in the ordinary course, would be now ripe 
for discussion—such as the amended form of the Real Property 
and Conveyancing Bill—are inevitably postponed, and the 
annual Provincial Meeting, which was to have been held at Ply 
mouth, must await a happier time. Of less consequence is the 
failure to effect any defimite arrangement with the Bar Council 
with respect to the proportion between the fees of senior and 
But if the meeting was productive of no dis- 
cussion of interest, it was marked by the President’s feeling 
reference to the late Mr. J. S. Ruprsrer, active opposi- 
tion to the system of registration of title made him a noteworthy 
figure whenever that matter was under consideration, It may 
be that he did not sufficiently allow for the march of events, and 
that his opposition was too uncompromising But this we need 
not now consider. It is enough that he had the interests of the 
profession at heart, and we regret that the future treatment of 
conveyancing reform will lack his advice and assistance. 


junior counsel. 


whose 


The New German Contraband Order. 

WE PRINT elsewhere from Lloyd’s List of 1st May the new 
German Contraband Order, dated 18th April. It professes to 
be issued as a retaliation for the provisions in the British Orders 
which depart from the Declaration of London. The lists of 
absolute and conditional contraband do not seem to differ 
materially from the British list of 23rd December (an/e, p. 178) 
as amended on 11th March (ante, p. 352), but coal and coke 
are made absolute instead of conditional contraband ; while 
motor tyres, which are absolute contraband with us, are 
conditional contraband in the German list. Wool, which we 
have made absolute contraband, is conditional in the German 
list. In both countries raw cotton is stil free. But the most 
important provisions are those which are intended to correspond 
to our treatment of conditional contraband ; thet is, of goods 
which are only contraband if destined for the armed forces or 
administrative services of the enemy. The German Order adopts 
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(clause 33 (b)) the British rule (Order of 29th October, 
1914, clause 1 (iii), ante, p. 46), that an enemy destination 
will be presumed if goods are consigned “to order” ; 
but prima facie conditional contraband is only liable to 
confiscation if in a ship on its way to enemy territory ; 
that is, the doctrine of continuous voyages is prima facie 
excluded ; whereas, by the British Order it is affirmed. This, 
however, is only a distinction of drafting, for clause 35 of the 
German Order, in effect, restores the doctrine of continuous 
voyages—(a) where goods are on voyage to a neutral country 
consigned “to order”; and (}) “if the vessel is bound for a 
neutral country as to which it has been established that it supplies 
the enemy Government with articles of the kind in question.” 
It seems to have been assumed in America that this would enable 
cheese from Holland to the United States to be seized because 
the United States supplies wheat to England, both cheese and 
wheat being “articles of the kind in question ”—that is, both 
being conditional contraband. But this is not the construction 
that suggests itself to us: the provision is aimed at the through 
or comtinuous carriage of goods, and both must be the same 
kind of goods ; that is, cheese would only be stopped en route to 
the United States, if the United States were proved to be 
supplying cheese to the British Government. 


Companies and Alien Enemies. 


WE PRINT elsewhere from the 7imes two interesting letters 
which have been written by Lord Linptey and Lord 
WRENTBURY on the subject of actions by German-owned British 
companies. So far as it is permissible to be amused at any 
question arising out of the war, we confess to a sense of 
amusement at lawyers, who have taken so prominent a part, 
either at the bar or on the Bench, in the development of modern 
company law, shrinking from the results of their own concep- 
tions. Salomon’s case (1897, A. C. 22), of course, we all know, 
and it was the decision of the House of Lords in that case which 
enabied the formation of private companies to go on unchecked 
until at length even the Legislature was captured, and the private 
company with its sufficiency of two members was formally 
recognized. But an equally significant decision is to be found in 
the judgment delivered by LinpLey, L.J., on behalf of the 
Court of Appeal (Cotton and Bowen, L.JJ., and himself)—a 
strong court enough—in Farrar v. Farrars (Limited) (40 Ch. D. 
395). The question was as to the validity of the sale by a 
mortgagee to a company in which he was a shareholder, 
and the distinction between a company and its members 
was put as emphatically as possible. The principle, it was 
said, which lies at the root of the legal idea of a corporate body 
is “that the corporate body is distinct from the persons com- 
posing it.” In the Continental Tyre Co.'s case \ante, p. 232; 
1915, 1 K. B. 893) this was followed to its obvious conclusion, 
and the Court of Appeal held, by a majority of five to one, 
affirming Lusu, J.—himself an authority of no mean order—that 
a company incorporated here could sue, notwithstanding the 
exclusive or overwhelming predominance of Germans in the 
directorate and on the share register ; and Sir Samvet Evans, 
P., who cannot be said to have regarded with favour the appear- 
ance of alien enemies in his court, has in The Poona (Times, 4th 
inst.) followed this decision with regard to goods, though he 
reserved the question as regards ships. 


Enemy Plaintiffs. 

NATURALLY Lord WRENTBURY does not approve this result, 
and he has found a powerful ally in Lord Linpiey. We 
desire to speak with every respect of the views of such 
eminent authorities, and if it were, as they fancy, a question 
of allegiance or of helping the King’s enemies during the 
war, there would certainly be much to be said for their 
views. But for our own part we have welcomed the above 
decisions as a practical qualification of the ancient common law 
rule that an alien enemy cannot sue—a rule which we should be 
glad to see abolished. The letters in question were written 
without any recognition of the fact that in German law no such 





rule is recognized, though Germany has followed our example 
in prohibiting payments to alien enemies (ante, pp. 39, 126), ' 


We venture once more to express the view that considerations of 
convenience require that litigation shall be unchecked durin 
war, subject only to the condition that no payments shall during 
the war be made to the enemy. The recent decisions in favour 
of allowing alien enemies to defend, and British companies to be 
plaintiffs, notwithstanding the enemy character of their members, 
have gone a long way in this direction; and it is not without 
significance that the German Emperor himself in the person of 
his agent has been admitted in the Prize Court to defend in the 
caze of The Ophelia. As regards companies, there is an additional 
reason for not interfering with the decision in the Continental 
Tyre Co.’s case, namely, that the Legislature has made provision 
in the Trading with the Enemy Acts to supervise their 
operations when necessary. 


Peers and their Names. 

THE REFERENCE which we have just made to Lord Linptry 
and LordWRENTBURY prompts us to raise the question why some 
of our legal celebrities in passing to the House of Lords got dis- 
guised under strange titles, while others are content to per- 
petuate in that higher sphere the name under which they have 
achieved eminence. In the same category as Lord LINDLEY are 
such names as HeRSCHELL, MACNAGHTEN, Davey, Watson 
and MouLToN, and, as we are glad to be able to say, Cozens. 
Harpy; in the same category as Lord WRENTBURY are 
Brampton, LANDAFF, HALSBURY, DUNEDIN, SUMNER, PARMOOR, 
and Mersey. ‘The variation cannot depend upon any distinction 
of rank, for we have Earl Carrns and Lord HALDANE with the 
familiar cognomens, while Sir RoUNDELL PALMER and Sir Ropert 
Rem became SELBORNE and LOREBURN. Moreover, there 
appears to be an intermediate type in which the legal luminary, 
while not wishing to drop his original name, yet cannot resist 
the temptation to associate it with some spot on earth, like Lord 
PARKER of WAppINGTON, or Lord SHAW of DUNFERMLINE 
In these cases the place name seems to be de rigueur, though of 
course other peers yield to the same tendency in a less marked 
way. Thus we can speak of Lord HaLpANe or Lord Mouttoy 
without specifying Cloan and Bank. Of course the whole 
thingis a relic of medieval times, and to see “the boast of 
heraldry and pomp of power” in perfection we must go 
* Marmion.” 

* They hailed him Lord of Fontenaye, 
Of Lutterward and Scrivelbaye, 
Of Tamworth, tower, and town.’ 

Sut for all the hailing the warrior has come down to posterity 
—haughty, indeed—but just plain MARMION, which, at a guess, 
we take to have been his real name —or, in full, Lord MARMION. 
Though this, perbaps, is hardly a precedent, for nobody with 
the name MARMION would be likely to change it for another. 
But these are the mysteries of the heralds’ office. We can only 
hope that the newly created peer is duly instructed in the matter, 
and ‘allowed a choice whether to stick to a name which has 
shewn its value, or try another in which he may or may not, as 
the event shall determine, be remembered. 


Limits of the Trade Disputes Act, 1906. 


EXTENSIVE AS seemed the terms of the Trade Disputes Act, 
1906, when it was enacted by Parliament, a gradual series of 
judicial decisions has shewn that there are very great limitations 
to the protection which it affords trade unions and their 
officers against liability in tort for acts done by them in contem- 
plation or furtherance of a trade dispute. The indefinite 
meaning of the phrase “in eontemplation or furtherance of 4 
trade dispute,” bas been the chief source of these limitations. 
They are strikingly illustrated by the recent appeal of Larkin 
and Others v. Long (reported elsewhere), which has just been dis- 
missed by the House of Lords. LoNnG was a stevedore who 
employed dock labourers in Ireland. He refused to join the 
Stevedores Union. Thereupon three members of the Stevedores 
Dnion and three members of the Irish Transport Workers Union, 
the six defendants in the action, induced his dock Jabourers to 
cease working for him—thereby committing prima facie the well- 
known tort of inducement to break a contract, or at any rate 
unlawful interference with a contract, as defined in Allen v. Flood 
(1898, A. C. 1) and Quinn v. Leatham (1901, A. C. 495) respec 
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tively. The defence was that the acts were done in “ contempla- 
tion or futherance of a trade dispute,” and the trade dispute 
relied on was one between the plaintiff as a stevedore employer 
and his dock labourers or employees. But the jury found as a fact 
that no such trade dispute existed. The only trade dispute in 
existence was one between the plaintiff and the stevedore’s union, 
i, one between an employer and an association of bis fellow 
lovers who desired to use only trade union labour. Therefore 
the defence failed, and damages were recoverable for the tort. 
Itis to be noticed that the Act defines “trade dispute” as a 
ispute between employers and workmen, or between workmen 
workmen, 


The Province of the Court in Libel Actions. 


EVERYONE WHO has spent some years of his life in attendance 
on common law courts must frequently have heard counsel say, 
without any protest from the Bench or his opponent, that it is 
the province of the judge in a libel action to say whether or not 
the words alleged to be libellous are capable of a defamatory 
meaning ; and, when he has decided that they are, that itis the 

vince of the jury to say whether or not they are in fact 

llous in the particular circumstances of the case. This time- 
honoured principle may be regarded as having been clearly 
afirmed in the celebrated case of Capital and Counties Bank 
‘y. Henly (7 App. Cas. 741), where the House ef Lords held that, in 
the absence of special evidence as to unusal circumstances of 
pablication, there could be no possible defamation implied in a 
notice sent by a bank to its customers to the following effect : 
“H. & Sons hereby give notice that they will not receive in pay- 
ment cheques drawn on any of the branches of the bank.” 
That case was tried out, and it was held that there was no case 
to go to the jury, so that the defendants were entitled to judg- 
ment. But here a point of importance must be noted, in view 
of the Court of Appeal’s decision in the recent case of 
Moore v. Lanson and Another (Times, 5th inst.). Although in 
such a case the trial judge, after hearing evidence as to attendant 
circumstances, can, and indeed in a proper case must, hold that the 
document is incapable of a defamatory meaning, a judge in cham- 
bers is not entitled to do so when he sees these or similar words 
Inastatement of claim. Ord. 25, r. 4, which partially takes 
the place of the old general demurrer, permits a statement of 
claim to be struck out in chambers when it discloses no ground of 
action. But the court has said many times, and Lord Justice 
SwINFEN Eapy said it again in delivering the leading judgment 
of the court in Moore y. Lanson (supra), that this power is not 
ane to be exercised except in plain and obvious cases. When a 
judge is asked to say whether or not an alleged libel is capable 
ofa defamatory meaning, he has before him, of course, the cir- 
tamstances in which the words were spoken or written; the 
tatement of claim must set out those circumstances or they can 
not be proved at the trial. But he has not before him the exact 
evidence of those circumstances which is necessary to decide on 
the possible effect of language upon its hearers, and therefore he 
snot in a position to answer the question in the negative. The 
practical result of Moore v. Lanson, therefore, is that whenever a 
statement of claim alleges that certain words, prima facie innocent, 
are capable of a defamatory meaning in the special circumstance 
of the case, the plaintiff is entitled to go to trial upon his innu 
endo ; he is not obliged to satisfy a judge in chambers that his 
contention is either probable or reasonable. 


Murder Appeais and the Privy Council Com- 
mittee. 


IN DisMISSING the appeals of four native Indians sentenced 
death for conspiracy to murder in the Delhi Conspiracy Case, 
Caleutta—Basant Kumar and Others vy. The King-Emperor (Tines, 
28th April)—the Privy Council Committee only acted—although 
it evidently acted with some reluctance—upon the well-settled 
Pfinciple that the Board is not a Court of Criminal Appeal, and 
will not set aside convictions merely upon grounds which would 
induce such a court to interfere. The Privy Council's jurisdiction 
“an appellate court in criminal matters arises only when “ it 
is shewn that by a disregard of the form of legal process, and by 


substantial and grave injustice has heen done”: Lord 
WATSON in Dillet’s case (12 A. C. 459) a judgment which is the 
locus classicus on the grounds of such appeals. Appeal lies only 
by special leave, and such leave will not be given merely because 
irregularities of procedure have occurred or evidence has been 
wrongly admitted ; for constant interference with the administra- 
tion of criminal justice by a distant court is a mischief quite as 
great as the possible condemnation of an innocent man. Onl 

when refusal to interfere would sanction some procedure whic 

shews “the due and orderly administration of the law inter- 
rupted by or diverted into a new course, which might create a 
precedent for the future” (/’eg. v. Bertrand, L. R. 1 P. C. 520), 
will the Board grant such special leave, For obvious reasons 
special reluctance is shewn where sentences of death have been 
passed, since in such cases interference means a suspension of 
the sentence for a period of years. Indeed, in the present 
generation only one such appeal has occurred in which a sentence 
of death has been reversed, and that was the case of Vaithinatha 
Pillai v. The King-Emporer (1913, Indian A. C. 193), where the 
High Court of Madras had in substance acted on the extra- 
ordinary principle that the bead of a patriarchal household in 
India must be held responsible as an acceseory whenever an 
unexplained murder takes place on his premises, whether or not 
there is any evidence of his complicity. In the Delhi Con- 
spiracy Case four natives of India were convicted by the sessions 
judge at Delhi, who tried them with the aid of three native 
assessors, anda fifth was acquitted by him, although the assessors 
thought him guilty. On appeal to the chief court the four 
convictions were affirmed, and one sentence of transportation was 
increased to a sentence of death, the other three, which were of 
death, being affirmed. The Crown appealed against the acquittal 
of the fifth defendant, and the court reversed the verdict in 
favour of a verdict of guilty. Special leave to appeal to the Privy 
Council Committee was applied for on the ground that the 
prisoners were convicted upon the uncorroborated evidence of 
an accomplice, and that the sessions judge did not caution the 
assessors not to rely upon such testimony. In such a case, 
although in law corroboration is not necessary, it is a well settled 
rule of practice in England that the judge must warn the jury 
not to convict on the uncorroborated evidence of an accomplice, 
and in the absence of such a warning the Court of Criminal 
Appeal quashes the conviction (Ross, Court of Criminal 
Appeal, at p. 105). But the failure to give such a direction 
does not amount to “grave and substantial miscarriage of 
justice,” and therefore the Board refused special leave to the 
petitioners, 


Solicitors and Unqualified Persons, 

WHEN A solicitor and an unqualified person are working 
together, the business being carried on in the solicitor’s name, it 
is, of course, a question of fact whether the business is really the 
business of the solicitor, or whether he is only allowing his name 
to be used in order to enable the unqualified person to transact 
legal business. In the latter cace he is within section 32 of the 
Selicitors Act, 1843, which provides that if a solicitor wilfully 
and knowingly acts as agent in any action for an unqualified 
person, or suffers his name to be used in any action, on account 
or for the profit of an unqualified person, then he **shall and 
may be struck off the roll and for ever after disabled from prac- 
tising as asolicitor.” It seems strange that the court should not 
have discretion to inflict the smaller penalty of suspension, and 
attempts have keen made to shew that the section is not so 
stringent as its words imply. Butin Re Burton & Blinkhorn 
(1903, 2 K. B. 300) a strong Divisional Court—Lord ALVERSTONE, 
L.C.J., and Witts and CHANNELL, JJ.—held that this milder 
construction was not admissible, ond the same view had 
previously been taken in He Kelly (43 W. R. 191; 1895, 1 Q. B. 180). 
“T have no doubt,” said PoLLock, B., in the latter ease, “ that the 
true meaning of the words ‘shall and may be struck off the rolls’ 
is that the court has no discretion, but that, in obedience to the 
statute, we are bound, if the facts are proved to our satisfaction, to 
strike off the rolls.” It is not easy to say what the draftsman of 
the section meant by introducing the word “ may,” but the word 





Wme violation of the principles of natural justice, or otherwise, 


“shall ” is clear enough and it is not surprising that the courts 
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have refused to let it be cut down by “may.” In another case 
this week—Je A Solicitor and H. B. Hunt (Times, 6th May)—the 
Divisional Court have followed the same construction, and, since 
the offence was proved, the solicitor was struck off the rolls. It 
seems worthy of consideration whether a discretion to inflict a 
sentence of suspension should not be allowed. 


Common Gaming Houses. 
THe NEWSPAPERS from time to time furnish us with reports of 


the entry by the police into a West Eud gaming house, and how, | 


after a hearing before the magistrate, the owner or keeper of the 


house is sentenced to heavy penalties, and those frequenting the | 


house are bound over in their own recognizances to be of good 
behaviour. Many persons, however, are unacquainted with the 
fact that common gaming houses are a publie nuisance at common 
law, “being detrimental to the pablic as they promote cheating 
and other corrupt practices, and excite to idleness and avaricious 
ways of gaining property persons whose time might otherwise be 
employed for the good of the community.” The common law 
has also been nepimeatel by statutes now in foree as to gaming 
and gaming and betting houses, beginning with the reign of 
Henry the Eighth. It is probable, | oon that, at any rate 
among the middle and upper classes, public opinion has had more 
influence in the diminution of gaming than any number of penal 
enactments. The letters of GkorGE SELWYN, written in the 
latter part of the eighteenth century, constantly refer to gambling, 
of which he disapproved but in which he indulged for years, and 
they vividly depict the hold which this vice had on everyone who 
regarded himself as belonging to the best seeiety in London. 
Fortunes were nightly lost at Brook’s and White’s, and substan- 
tial sums gambled away by ladies of position and fashion in the 
most exclusive drawing-rooms. That GgorGE SELWYN, a 
sagacious and careful man, was for a great many years a persis- 
tent gambler, is not readily intelligible at the present day, but 
even less intelligible is the fact that, although he had a character 
for humanity, he took great pleasure in attending the execution 
of criminals. 








Restraint of Princes. 


THE recent case of S. Sanday & Co. v. British and Foreign Marine 
Insurance Co. (Limited) (reported elsewhere), in which the Lord 
Chief Justice and Bray, J. (SwinreNn Eapy, L.J., dissenting), 


have affirmed a decision of BAILHACHE, J., is one of great im- | 


portance to underwriters and shipowners. The plaintiffs, who 
were British subjects, were the owners of cargoes shipped on 
board The Orthia and The St. Andrew, two British steamships 
bound from the River Plate to Hamburg. The cargoes were 
sold to German buyers, but upon terms that the property was 
not to pass till delivery. They were insured with the defendants, 
aud in each case the policies were expressed to cover risks in- 
cluding “ takings at sea, arrests, restraints and detainments of all 
kings, princes, and people of what nation, condition, and quality 
soever.” It must be added, as a matter which affects the inter- 
psetation of this policy, that the policy was on a printed form 
which had contained the common form f.c.s. clause (i.¢., “ free 
of capture and seizure ”):—“ warranted free of capture, 
seizure, and detention, and the consequences thereof, or any 
attempt thereat, piracy excepted, and also from all consequences 
of hostilities, or warlike operations whether before or after 
declaration of war.” 
consideration of an extra premium: that is, the underwriters 


undertook in addition the risk of seizure as the result of warlike | ' : : : : 
. ee L, | of law which declares trading with an alien enemy to be illegal a 


operations, since the f.c.s. clause is an exception in favour of the 
underwriters, and its deletion increased their liabilities. 

These policies and the voyage to which they related were entered 
into before the commencement of the present war. 
as between England and Germany commenced on 4th August of 
last year. Just after that date, on 7th August and 9th August 
respectively, both steamships altered their course fromone to 
Hamburg into a course to a British port ; The Orthia to Glasgow, 
and The Saint Andrew to Falmouth. There were complications 
as to the circumstances under which the alterations were made, 


That war | 


but we need not consider these. Both BAILHACHE, J., and the 
Court of Appeal agreed in holding as a fact that the masters of 
the vessels voluntarily altered their course without any 
physical compulsion, but did so because, after the declaration of 
war, any further prosecution of their voyages to Hamburg would 
|bave been illegal under the English law. The cargo owners 
thereupon gave notice of abandonment to the underwriters, and 
| claimed the value of the cargo as on a constructive total loss caused 
by the “ restraint of princes.” The underwriters denied liability on 
grounds which in substance were three. In the first place, they 
_denied that there had been any “ restraint of princes ” imposed on 
the ships so as to compel alteration of their voyages. In the second 
place, they contended that such restraint, if it existed, was not 
the causa proxima of the loss of the voyage ; the direct cause in 
each case was the voluntary decision of the master to enter 
a British port instead of completing his voyage, whereas he might 
have decided to continue the voyage and risk seizure or prose- 
cution. In the third place, it was argued there was at most a 
constructive total loss of the voyage, but not a constructive 
total loss of the goods, since the latter were delivered safe and 
sound at the British por:s named, although not at their intended 
destinations. 


Probably most lawyers would be inclined prima facie to favour 
the view preferred by Lord Justice SwWINFEN Eapby, who held 
that a loss of voyage occasioned by the above circumstances 
could not be regarded as due to “restraint of princes.” It is 
true that the words of the réstraint clause are strong enough, 
with a little stretching, to cover the existence of a state of war 
which makes completion of the destined voyage illegal. But 
such a construction of the clause is forced. The words of the 
clause are “ takings at sea, arrest, restraints and detainments,” 
and, on the ejusdem generis principle, these words seem all t) 
‘connote some forcible act—some intervention manu forti on the 
| part of a sovereign State which puts a physical term to the 
voyage. They do not suggest the mere abandonment of a voyage 
because its continuance is a breach of the ship’s municipal 
law. And ina case deeided by MartIN, B. (Finlay v. Liverpool 
and Great Western Steamship Co. (Limited), 1870, 23 L. T. 251), 
this view seems to have been taken by that learned 
judge. He held that an order of a New York court compelling 
the defendants to deliver up goods was not a sufficient answer 
to an action for non-delivery of the goods in accordance with 
the bill of lading ; “an ordinary judicial process” is not the 
“ restraint of princes.” The “ restraint of princes clause,” said 
Baron MARTIN (at p. 254), has reference “to the forcible inter- 
ference of a State or Government of a country taking possession 
of the goods manu forti, and does not extend to legal pro 
ceedings.” It is quite true, as the Lord Chief Justice pointed 
| out in, delivering the judgment of the Court of Appeal in the 

present case, that Baron Martin does not specifically decide 
that there must be an exertion of actual physical force, but his 
use of the words ‘‘forcible intervention” and “manu fort 
| rather seem to suggest that this is essential. 











However, a later decision, Miller v. Law Accident Insurance Co. 


(1903, 1 K. B. 712), got rid of the ay ays that actual physical 


force is necessary. In that case the Court of Appeal, overruling 
BicHaM, J., held that the operation of the municipal! law of a 
country, which prevents delivery of goods at their port of destina- 
| tion, is a “ restraint of princes” within the meaning of the usual 


| clause, and that direct force is unnecessary to constitute restraint. 


: “toh se S Sg i a Gove it 
But this f.es. clause had been deleted ia | ** follows that any “ Actof State” under which a Governmer 


prevents the voyage, whether by actual force or by moral compul- 
sion is enough to constitute a “ restraint of princes.” But is the rule 


sufficient “Act of State” to satisfy this principle? Prima jucw 
the term “ Act of State” hardly seems to cover the general and 
continuous operation of a rule of law, common law or statutory; 
it suggests some single definite act or order of the Executive 
Government. 

Here again, however, the Court of Appeal found a decision 


which helped it along way. A declaration of war, they pointed out, 
is an Act of State. “ The force of a declaration of war,” it was 


jsaid in Esposito v. Bowden (7 E. & B., p. 781), “ is equal to that 
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of an Act of Parliament prohibiting intercourse with the enemy 
except by the Queen’s license. As an Act of State, done by 
yirtue of the Royal Prerogative, such a declaration carries with 
it all the force of law.” Hence Baitnacue, J., and the 
majority of the Court of Apps found judicial authority to 
support the view that the Declaration of War, which made 
trading with Germany illegal, was an “ Act of State”; that such 
“ Act of State” was a “forcible intervention” manu forti ; and, 
that such intervention was a “ restraint of princes” within the 
meaning of the policy. It is all rather like the “ House that 
Jack built” ; the apparent logical necessity somehow does not 
sound really very convincing. Incidentally, we may add, 
the Court disposed rather summarily of an argument that 
“restraint of princes” must refer to the action of some foreign 
sovereign, since it would be opposed to public policy te insure 

inst the intervention of one’s own State; they seemed to 
think this suggestion unarguable. But here again we imagine 
that the ordinary legal mind would at first sight consider the 
action of one’s own State to be of a kind so different in its 
sanction from that of States to which no allegiance is due, that 
the same form of words would not naturally be used to cover 
both. 

Having decided that the voluntary abandonment of the 
voyage to Germany in obedience to a rule of our mun’cipal law 
was the “restraint ” of a prince, the Court of Appeal had next 
to consider whether the restraint was the proximate cause of the 
loss. Here a recent case, Kacianoff v. China Traders Insurance 
Co. (Limited) (1914, 3 K. B. 1121), had to be considered and 
distinguished. There a Russian subject had insured a cargo of 
salt beef from San Francisco to Vladivostock via Nagasaki; the 
perils insured against included (infer alia) that of capture. During 
the currency of the policy war broke out between Russia and 
Japan, and the Japanese fleet blockaded Vladivostock. There- 
fore the cargo, if taken on to Viadivostock, would become liable 
to capture by international law, and to avoid this danger the 
shipowners unloaded it at San Francisco. It was held that the 
risk of capture had not begun to operate, and the mere anticipa- 
tion of it, as a necessary result of continuing the voyage to a 
blockaded port, did not make that risk the causa prozima 
of the lose of the voyage. But, of course, this case 
can be readily distinguished logically — similar as are 
the facts to those of our present case. In Kacianoff’s 
tase the voyage did not become illegal by operation of law, 
whether municipal or international ; it simply rendered the 
vessel liable in law to seizure if in fact the enemy could seize it. 
Its voyage was not prohidited or made a criminal action. Con- 
sequently there was no compulsion of law upon the master to 
abandon his voyage ; the abandonment was merely a discretionary 
exercise of prudence ; and, therefore, the “restraint of princes” 
did not occasion it. But in the present case the master was in 
law bound to abandon the voyage ; h's voluntary obelience to 
the law was therefore, in contemplation of law, a compulsory 
action ; and the rule of law he obeyed was the causa prozima of 
the abandonment. 

The last point in the case was whether the loss of the voyage 
meant a loss of the goods, and so constituted a “constructive 
total loss” within the Marine Insurance Act of 1906, and the 
— common law of which, on this point, that Act is 

laratory. Since the goods were in fact safe and sound, the 
result seems farfetched. But by the common law rule the loss 
of the voyage meant the loss of the cargo; if the voyage became 
impossible of performance, the owner of the goods could recover 
their value where the impossibilty of performance resulted from 
an insured peril (per Lord ABinceER in Lou v. Salvador, 3 Bing 
N.C., at p. 278). Here the voyage became impossible of com- 
pletion owing to the outbreak of war and its consequent legal 
eflects ; hence the majority of the court held that the outbreak 
of war had caused a constructive total loss of the cargocs so that 
their owners could recover their insured values. 








Hosprrat. Frowers.—The Women's Hospital Corps appeals to the 
owners of country gardens for help in flowers or money to be spent in 

ightening the wards and inner court of its hospital in London. 

mises of weekly hampers or donations of money will be most — 
able form of help. Communications should be addressed to Mrs. Alan 
G. Anderson, 19, Craven-hill, W. 





Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Animals.—The Principles of Legal Liability for Trespasses and 
Injuries by Animals. By Witt1am Newsy Roprson, M.A., LL.B. 
(Cantab), LL.B. (Victoria), LL D. (Leeds), Solicitor of the Supreme 
Court. Cambridge University Press. 5s. net. 


Review.—The Law Magazine and Review, May, 1915. Jordan 
& Sons (Limited). 5s. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


LARKIN AND OTHERS »v. LONG. 5th and 8th March ; 29h April. 


Trape Unton—Comeprnation To Inpuce Breacu or Contract—TRADE 
Dispute—Dispute Between Employer anp OtHerR EMPLOYERS— 
Trape Disputes Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 47), ss. 3, 5 (3). 

The Transport Workers’ General Union, of which union the dock 
labourers were members, ordered the stevedores of the Port of Dublin 
to pay the dock labourers higher wages. This the atevedores were 
unable to do unless they were in a position to get from the shipownere 
a higher scale of pay. With a view of imposing such terms on the 
shipowners they joined the Stevedores’ Association. The plaintiff, L, 
a stevedore, having refused to join the association, his men, while 
unloading a ship, were called off by the union, and thereby L suffered 

In an action by L against certain officials of the union, the defence 
set up was that the acts complained of were acts done in contempla- 
tion or furtherance of a ‘‘ trade dispute," and were by section 3 of 
the Trade Disputes Act, 1906, not actionable. 

Held, following Quinn v. Leatham (1901, A. C. 495), that the defence 
given by section 3 of the Act did not apply. A trade dispute by 
section 5 (3) was defined as ‘‘ any dispute between employers and work- 
men or between workmen and workmen,” and this dispute was one 
between stevedores who were employers. 

Per Lord Parker: To hold that every dispute in which officials of 
a union chose to interfere was thereby rendered a trade dispute would 
be unduly to extend the immunity from liability conferred by the Trade 
Disputes Act, 1906, and therefore unduly to curtail the common law 
rights of other persons. 


Decision of Court of Appeal (Ireland) (reported 1914, 2 Ir. R. 285) 
affirmed. 


Appeal by the defendants in the action against an order of the Cour? 
of Appeal (Lreland) (reported 1914, 2 Ir. R. 285), which affirmed a judg 
ment of the King’s Bench (Ireland), entered for the respondent, 
Matthew Long, with £200 damages and costs. The appellants, James 
Larkin, organising secretary, and certain members of the Irish 
Transport Workers’ Union, were sued by the —— Matthew Long 
under the following circumstances. The respondent had carried on the 
business of a stevedore for many years in the Port of Dublin, and in 
his business employed dock labourers. In the summer of 1912 the 
Transport Workers’ General Unign was formed, and he refused to join 
it. In August of that year he was under contract to unload a ship in 
the port, when the union called the men off, with the result that he 
suffered loss, and claimed damages and an injunction. The defence 
was that the acts complained of by the respondent were acts done in 
contemplauon or furtherance of a trade dispute, and not actionable 
by the provisions of the Trade Disputes Act, 1906. By section 3 of 
that Act it is provided that an act done by a person in contemplation 
or furtherance of a trade dispute shall not ‘be actionable on the ground 
only that it induced some other person to break a contract of employ- 
ment, and by section 5 (3) ‘the expression trade dispute means any 
dispute between employers and workmen or between workmen and 
workmen, which is connected with the employment and non-employ 
ment or the terms of employment, or with the conditions of labour.’’ 
Both the courts below held that this was a dispute to which section 3 
of the Act did not apply. On the hearing of the appeal counsel for 
the respondent were not heard, and judgment was reserved. 

Lord ATKINSON, in giving judgment, said that the Dublin stevedores 
joined the Transport Workers’ General Union, the members of which 
were dock labourers, because they were unable to comply with the 
demand made by Larkin that they should pay the dock labourers 
higher wages, unless they were in a position to get more out of the 
shipowners by refusing to work at any scale less than that which jae | 
themselves adopted. Long never had any dispute with his doc 
labourers, and he refused to join the association. Severe and illegiti- 
mate pressure was put upon hion to force him to do so, and on 19th 
August, 1912, he instituted this action. He thought it was no defence 
for the defendants to say that they had merely acted in obedience to 
a rule of their union, believed by them to be for their benefit, and still 
less was it a defence to the wilful and malicious infringement in com- 
bination of that legal right of personal freedom of action which they 
claimed for themselves, but which others were entitled to quite as en | 
and as absolutely as they were. He thought the decision of the Iris 
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courts was quite right, and that the appeal should be dismissed with 
costs. The Lord Chancellor, he added, desired him to say he concurred 
in this judgment. 

Lords Parker, Sumner, and Parmoor read judgmente to the same 
effect, and Lord Duneptn agreed. The appeal was accordingly dis 
missed with costs.—Counse., for the appellants, Sergeant Sullivan and 
H. R. Poole (both of the Irish Bar); for the respondents, J. H. Camp- 
bell, K.C., Timothy Healy, K.C., Hanna, K.C., and K. B. Dockrell 
(the two former both of the Irish and the English Bar, the two latter 
of the Irish Bar only). Sorrcrrors, Herbert Z. Deane, for W. Smyth 
d: Son, Dublin; Barlow, Barlow, & Lyde, for M. Good, Dublin. 

[Reported by Enxsxixe Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 


Re TRADE-MARKS, &c., OF IMPERIAL TOBACCO CO. (OF GREAT 
BRITAIN AND IRELAND) (LIM.). No. 1. 28th and 29th April. 


Trape-Mark—Removat From Recister—Prince or Wates’ Featuers 
CALCULATED To Deceive—Person Accritvep—Trape-Marks ACT, 

1905 (5 Ep. 7, c. 15), ss. 11, 35, 68 

Three old trade-marks for tobacco eld in packets conatating chie fly 
of the Prince of Wale feathers, with other matter in two cases, were 
registered and im wee mummy yeara hefore the Trade Marks Act, 1905, 
and had been used ever aince 
the register on the ground that they were 
to deceive the public, 

Held, that there was nothing in the use of the marks to suggest to 
any reasonable person that the proprietors were holders oj a Royal 
Warrant, that they were not calculated to deceive, and that, having 
been lawful marks when put on the register, they ought not to be 
removed 


On a motion to remove the marks from 
contrary to law, and calculated 


Appeal by the Royal Warrant-holders’ Association from a decision of 
Eve, J. (reported 59 Soticrrors’ Journat, 128), dismissing a motion to 
expunge from the register three trade-marks belonging to the Imperial 
Tobacco Co., on the ground that they were calculated to deceive 
the public and to induce the belief that the company were authorized 
by warrant to supply tobacco to the Prince of Wales’ household. The 
marks in question were : (1) the Prince of Wales’ feathers with motto, 
‘Ich Dien, registered by Franklyn, Morgan, & Davey; (2) the 
feathers with the title Prince of Wales’ smoking mixture ’’ ; and (3) a 
similar mark with the portrait of the late King (then Prince of Wales), 
both marks registered by Fryer & Coultman All these marks had 
been in continuous use from a date anterior to 13th August, 1875, 
referred to in the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, s. 9. The applicants 
contended that the use of these marks was contrary to the Royal pre 
rogative and the Trade-Marks Act, s. 9, and that they were a 
body of persons aggrieved by their retention on the register. By the 
Trade-Marks Act, 1905, s. 68, the use by any person of the Royal 
Arms as a trade-mark without the authority of his Majesty, or of a 
member of the Royal family, in such a manner as to lead to the belief 
that he supplies goods to his Majesty or such member, may be re 
strained by injunction, provided that nothing in the section shall be 
construed as affecting the right of the proprietor of a trade-mark con 
taining any such arms or any similar device, emblem or title, to con 
tinue to use such trade-mark. Eve, J., dismissed the motion with costs, 
and the applicants appealed 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 


Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that the trade-marks in question 
were primd facie legal, and, having been on the register for more than 
seven years, could not now be ordered to be expunged, unless it could 
be shewn that they were calculated to deceive within section 11 of the 
Act of 1905 All three marks had been registered for a considerable 
time, and were put on the register as old marks at a time when there 
was no statutory prohibition against their use. The attention of the 
court had been drawn to a great mass of evidence that the mere use 
of the Prince of Wales’ feathers, and of the prince’s name, was 
calculated to deceive to such an extent that the marks came within 
section 11. The evidence which had been carefully gone into by Eve, 
J., established without doubt that the Prince of Wales’ feathers had 
been used for many years by traders of every kind in such a way that 
their use could not by itself indicate to any person of a rational mind 
that the person using them was a warrant-holder. His lordship could 
not accept the contention that the use of the Prince of Wales’ feathers 
could lead anyone, except someone who, in Eve, J.’s, phrase, lived in an 
atmosphere of warrant-holders, to believe that the person using them 
was a warrant-holder. It would be impossible so to deceive a person 
who had never heard of a warrant-holder. It was true that warrant 
holders were specially protected by section 68 of the Act, but that 
section, by its proviso, preserved the rights of the owners of any 
registered trade-mark containing the Royal arms, or any such device, 
emblem or title rhe proviso to section 68 was only intelligible on the 
theory that Parliament knew perfectly well that the register was full 
of trade-marks containing the Prince of Wales’ feathers, and did 
not intend to interfere with such marks. The judgment of the learned 
judge below was right, and the appeal would be dismissed with costs. 

PickorD and Warrincton, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—Counset, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Maugham, K.C., and 
Kerly, K.C.; Walter, K.C., Colefaz, K.C.. and L. B. Sebastian : Sur 
Stanley Buckmaster, 8.-G., and Austen Cartmell; W. R. Sheldon. 





Soricrrors, BE. D. Tillett; McKenna & Co.; Solicitor to the Board of 
Trade; Solicitor to the Duchy of Cornwall. 
[Reported by H. Layoronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


8. SANDAY & CO. v. BRITISH AND FOREIGN MARINE INSUR- 
ANCE CO. (LIM.) No. 2, 24th, 25th, and 26th February ; 23rd April. 


Insurance (MaARine)—Poticy—Restraint or PRinces—War—Carco 
ror Hamsurc Divertep By OrnpeR or ADMIRALTY—Loss—Constave- 
tive Torat Loss. 

The plaintiffs, British subjects, insured with the defendants two 
cargoes shipped in British steamers at Buenos Aires for Hamburg in 
June and Tae, 1914. The cargoes were sold to a German firm on c.1.}. 
terms, but the ownership was to be in the plaintiffs until delivery. On 
3let July, 1914, the plaintiffs took out marine insurance policies upon the 
cargoes, among the perils insured against being restraint of all kings, 
princes, and people of what nation soever. After the declaration of 
war with Germany the vessels were diverted to British ports, and the 
cargoes sold by the assured. The plaintiffs gave notice of abandon. 
ment to the underwriters, but the latter declined to accept it. Inan 
action against the underwriters on the policies, Bailhache, J., held that 
there was a constructive total loss within the meaning of the policies, 
and such loss was due to a peril insured against as its proximate cause, 
and gave judgment for the plaintiffs. 

Held, dismissing the appeal, Swinfen Eady, L.J., dissenting, that 
actual force was not necessary to constitute “ restraint of princes ; that 
restraint might be exercised by the Government of which the assured 
was a subject; that an executive act of the Crown in declaring or 
bringing war was equivalent to an Act of Parliament prohibiting inter. 
course with the enemy country, and amounted to a restraint, although 
actual force was not used; and that the Marine Insurance Act, 1906, 
did not alter the doctrine that constructive total loas of the goods could 
be proved by establishing the destruction of the contemplated ad venture, 

Decision of Bailhache, J. (reported 59 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 516; 
31 T. L. R. 194), affirmed. 

Appeal by the defendants from a judgment of Bailhache, J. (reported 
ante, p. 316). In July of last year Messrs. 8S. Sanday & Co., mer- 
chants, shipped large quantities of linseed in the River Plate and the 
Argentine under bills of lading for Hamburg on the two British-owned 
steamers The St. Andrew and The Orthia. The cargoes were insured 
with the British and Foreign Marine Insurance Co., and the risks 
included ‘‘takings at sea, arrests, restraints and detainments of all 
kings, princes, and people of what nation, condition or quality so 
ever.” When The St. Andrew was about forty miles off the Lizard 
she was stopped by a French cruiser and informed that Great Britain 
and Germany were at war, and the captain was advised to put into 
Falmouth. The vessel went to Liverpool, and was discharged. The 
Orthia, on the advice of the Admiralty, was taken to Glasgow and 
discharged. The plaintiffs thereupon gave the defendants notice of 
abandonment under the terms of the policies, which were on printed 
forms, and had contained the common form of f.c.s. clause, ‘‘ Warranted 
free of capture, seizure and detention, and the consequences thereof, or 
any attempt thereat, piracy excepted, and also from all consequences 
of hostilities or warlike operations whether before or after declaration 
of war,’ but this had been deleted. The insurance company refused 
to accept the notice, and Messrs. Sanday & Co. brought an action to 
recover under the policies, raising the questions whether the fact that 
the continuance of the voyages became illegal amounted to “ arrest, 
restraint or detention of kings, princes, and people’’ within the 
meaning of the policy, and whether there was a constructive total loss. 
(our. adv vult. 

Lord Reapina, C.J., in delivering judgment, said that under the con- 
tracts property in the cargoes was not to pass until delivery at Ham- 
burg. On 7th September the plaintiffs gave notice of abandonment to 
the defendants, who refused to accept abandonment, whereupon the 
plaintiffs brought the action. By reason of the war the vessels could 
not lawfully continue the voyage to Hamburg, and, so far as the human 
mind could foretell, the linseed could not be forwarded to Germany 
within reasonable time. Upon the facts Bailhache, J., held that the 
linseed had been lost owing to restraint of kings and princes, and that 
the underwriters were liable for a total loss under the terms of the 
policy. He drew no distinction between the shipments of Tlie Orthia 
and The St. Andrew, and held that ‘‘ the voyage in both cases was lost 
because by English law and by Proclamations notifying the law the 
further prosecution of the voyage became illegal, and the owners in 
both cases obeyed the law.”’ The.term “ perils of the sea”’ in rule 7 
of the Rules for Construction of Policies referred only to fortuitous 
accidents or casualties of the sea, and by rule 10 the words lost by 
‘arrest, restraint or detention of kings, &o.,’’ implied some interven 
tion of a fortuitous character, and had reference to political or execu 
tive acts, and did not include a loss caused by riot or ordinary judicial 
process. A declaration of war was an act of state, and the force of 4 
declaration of war was equal to that of an Act of Parliament prohibit- 
ing intercourse with the enemy, except by the king’s licence. Jc was aot 
necessary, in his opinion, that there should be actual exercise of force 
to constitute restraint. The abandonment was noc a voluntary act of 
the masters; there was no other course open to them. His lordship was 
of opinion that constructive total loss might be proved by establishing 
the destruction of the contemplated venture, and that there was con- 
structive total loss in these cases, and that the appeal should be dis- 
missed. “ss 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., read a dissenting judgment. In his opinion 
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the outbreak of the war whereby the further continuance of the voyage 
to an enemy port was rendered impossible was not an “‘ arrest, restraint 
or detainment,”’ either within the ordinary meaning of the words, or 
within any meaning which the custom of merchants or the usages of 
trade had affixed to them when used in a policy of marine insurance. If 
he was wrong in so holding, the question would arise whether there 
had been a constructive total loss of the goods insured. He thought 
there was no constructive loss in either case, the position of the cargoes 
on the two ships being the same, and that the appellants therefore 
were entitled to succeed both upon the question whether there had 
been an arrest, restraint or detention of the ships, and also upon the 
question whether there had been a constructive total loss of their 
caryoes. 

Bray, J., read a judgment concurring with the Lord Chief Justice. 
By a majority the appeal was dismissed.—Covnset, for the appellants, 
Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Leslie Scott, K.C., and F. D. Mackinnon, 
K.C. ; for the respondents, Roche, K.C., and C. R. Dunlop. Soxtctrors, 
Pritchard & Sons, for Andrew Jackson & Co., Hull; Waltons. 

{Reported by Ensxixe Rerp. Barrister-at-Law.] 


* . 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
. . . 
Division. 
HOPE ». HOPE. Evans, P., and Horridge, J. 23rd April. 
SepaRaTION ORDER—ScumMaRyY JvRispicTION—AppeaL TO DIVISIONAL 

Covrt or THE Prosate, Divorce ann ApsiraLty Drviston— 

APPELLANT ADMITTED AS A Poor Person—Usvat Orper ror Wire's 

Costs—Orper XVI., RR. 22, 29. 

The Court, in allowing the appeal of a hushand against an order, 
under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Wemen) Act, 1895, made 
the uzual order that the appellant should pay the costs of the respon 
dent wife, although the appellant had been admitted az a poor person, 
under ord. 16, r. 22, for the purpose of prosecuting the appeal, 











This was an appeal from an order of the Brentford justices, whereby 
the appellant had been adjudged guilty of desertion, and had been 
ordered to pay the respondent, his wife, a weekly sum as maintenance. 
On 10th April, 1915, the appellant had been admitted as a poor 
person, under ord. 16, r. 22, for the purpose of prosecuting the 
appeal. The appeal was allowed, and the order of the justices dis 
charged. Counsel for the respondent then asked the court to 
make against the appellant the usual order to pay the wife's costs. 
It was true that the appellant had been admitted as a poor person, 
but in cross-examination before the justices he had said that at one 
time he had been earning £6 a week, and that was a mere pittance 
to him. Counsel for the appellant opposed the application. 

Sir Samurt Evans, P. : It is clear that the court has power to order 
4 person admitted to sue or defend as a poor person, to pay the 
costs of another party to the suit. Ord. 16, r. 29, provides: 
“When a person is applying or is admitted to take or defend or be a 
party to any legal proceedings as a poor person, he shall not be liable 
for any court fees or fees on taxation of costs, nor, unless the court 
er a judge shall otherwise order, to pay costs to any other party, 
except as provided by the rules of this order.’’ In this case, the wife 
was entitled to come and to support the order made in her favour 
There will be the usual order against the appellant to pay the wife's 
costs. 

Horrince, J., concurred.—Covunset, (. D. Clifton, for the appellant ; 
R. Goddard, for the respondent. Sotricrrors, G. FE. Hindle; Peacock 
& Goddard, for W. Firth, Brentford. 

(Reported by Crurrrorp Mortimer, Barristerat-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. METZ. 26th April. 


Cama Law—TrapDiInc with THE Exemy—Consent or ATTORNEY- 
Generat TO INstITUTION OF ProsecuTion—PRoor or such Cons—ENT— 
TRADING WITH THE Enemy Act, 1914 (4 & 5 Geo. 5, c. 87). 

In the absence of any objection on behalf of the prisoner, the consent 
of the Attorney-General to the institution of a prosecution under 
section 1 of the Trading with the Enemy Act, 1914, which iz required 
by section 1 (4), will be presumed. 

Rex v. Waller (54 Soricrrors’ Journar, 164; 
appli ed, 

This was an appeal against conviction for trading with the enemy, 
for which the appellant was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment. It 
was contended on his behalf that there was no foundation for the 
jurisdiction of the court before which he was convicted, since no 
evidence had been given that the consent of the Attorney-General had 

mn given to the institution of the prosecution, such consent being 
made necessary by section 1 (4) of the Trading with the Enemy Act, 

1914. It was conceded that the point had not been taken at the trial, 

and that the necessary consent had in fact been given. 

Lord Reapixc, L.C.J., delivered the judgment of the court 
(Cotertnce and Avory, JJ., with him) as follows : The point is taken 
that this is one of those cases in which it is necessary that the consent 
of the Attorney-General should be given before a prosecution is insti 
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there was no evidence of it at the trial. The point was not taken at 
the trial. Now, it is noteworthy that, as we now know, the consent 
was in fact proved at the police-court. The document was in court, 
but the formality of proving that the Attorney-General had signed it was 
not gone through. If the point had been taken at the trial the defect 
would have been immediately cured, so the contention is a pure techni- 
cality, and not one of substance. We do not think it is possible for 
the point to succeed now in this court, when there was an opportunity 
for counsel to take it in the court below if he desired. Moreover, in 
Rex v. Waller (1910, 1 K. B. 364) a similar point arose with 
regard to the consent of the Director of Public Prosecutions, which 
is required by the Prevention of Crime Act, 1908, before proceedings 
can be taken in respect of habitual criminals. It was there said by the 
court that, in the absence of an objection on behalf of the offender, the 
consent must be presumed. Lord Alverstone, L.C.J., dealt in that case 
with the procedure under the Vexatious Indictment Act, and said : “It 
is the duty of the clerk of assize to satisfy himself before the bill is 
presented to the grand jury that all the necessary steps preliminary to 
the indictment have been taken, and, unless objection be taken by the 
prisoner that there was no consent in fact, it is to be presumed that 
the clerk of assize has discharged his duty in that respect.’’ Exactly 
the same principle must apply here. Our attention has been called to 
Rex v. Bates (6 Cr. App. R. 153), where the objection was taken that 
consent had not in fact been obtained, which is a totally different 
matter. It was there pointed out by Lord Alverstone, L.C.J., that, 
although the point had not been taken below, it was necessary that 
there should be consent before the prosecution was instituted. No con 

sent had been obtained, so the conviction was quashed. The case was 
decided on principles which do not conflict with those just laid down. 
The court gives no effect to a technicality, but it does give effect to a 
matter of substance.—Counset, George Elliott K.C., and Roome; 
Travers Humphreys. Sorrcrrors, Wiliamaon, Hill, & Co.; The 
Director of Public Prosecutions. 

[Reported by A. L. B. TumsionR, Barrister-at-Law.) 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re FAUX. TAYLOR v. FAUX. Astbury, J. Sth March. 

Witt — Construction — CLass — CHILDREN aT TWENTY-ONE — TWo 
Tenants ror Lire Eacu or Hate tue [Ncome or tHE FUND—Deatn or 
One Tenant ror Lire—ATTAINMENT OF TWENTY-ONE BY ONE CHILD— 
PERIOD OF ASCERTAINING THE CLASS—MAINTENANCE—ACCUMULATIONS. 

A testator gave his residue upon trust as to the annual income 
thereof in equal moieties to J for his life, and to E for his life, and 
subject thereto as to capital and income for the children of J and E who 
should attain twenty-one in equal shares per capita, with provweion for 
maintenance, and that accumulations of surplus income should follow 
the deatinaticn of the capital The fwo tenanta for life both survived 
the testator, and each had two infant children living at hia death. 
J died in 1899, leaving a widow and two infant children, one of whom 
still alive, aged seventy, and had 








two infant children. 

Held, that the children who attained twenty-one were not entitled to 
call for the capital of their shares, the rule in Andrews v. Partington 
(1791, 3 Bro. ©. C. 401) not being applicable, as the period of diatribu 
tion of the whole tund had not wel arr ad, and that if it were made 
applicable to half the fund, and another child were born, the children 
might take the different halves in different shares, which would be con- 
trary to the teatater’a intention 


Re Holford. Holford r Holford 1894, 3 ( h ry 8) 9 applic d. 


This was an originating summons, taken out by the trustees of the 
will of one Faux, to determine (1) whether under the testator's will the 
class of children to take was closed when the eldest child attained 
twenty-one ; (2) who were entitled to act umulations; and (3) what sum 
was applicable to the future maintenance of an infant. The testator 
gave all his net residue to trustees to invest and pay one-half of the 
income to J for his life, and the other half of the income to E for his life, 
and subject thereto to hold the capital and income of the trust fund 
upon trust for all the children of J and E who should, being sons, attain 
the age of twenty-one years, or, being daughters, attain that age or 
marry, such children to take per capita, and not per stirpes. There was 
a power to apply all income of any moneys to which any infant was 
entitled, or contingently entitled, for his or her maintenance, with a 
direction to accumulate the residue of such income, such accumulations 
to be accretions to and to follow the destination of the capital whence 
the same had arisen. The testator had two sons, J and E, who both 
survived him, and each had two infant children living at the testator’s 
death. J died four years after the testator. and his eldest child attained 
twenty-one in December, 1912. E was still living, and his two children 
were still infants. During the minority of J's eldest son the trustees 
paid half the income to E, and applied half the remaining half for the 
maintenance of J's two infant children, and accumulated the remaining 
half of the second half. 

Astsury, J., after stating the facts, said: The child who has 
attained twenty-one is not entitled to call for the payment out of his 





tated. Now, in this case it is not suggested that the prosecution was 
in fact instituted without the necessary consent, but it is said that 


share until the death of E, and therefore the class cannot be closed 
until the death of E, and any child born in E’s lifetime will be entitled 
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to a share. As to the accumulations, the only income applicable to the 
maintenance of an infant during E’s life is the income of the quarter of 
the trust fund to which he is contingently entitled, subject to the pay- 
ment of one-half of such income to E. The trustees were therefore right 
in applying only the one-eighth of the whole income to the maintenance 
of each iniant child of J, and only the same sum is applicable to the 
maintenance of the child of J who is still an infant. The accumulations 
already made must be treated as accretions to the shares of E’s infant 
children. The child who has attained twenty-one is entitled to one- 
fourth share of the capital until another child is born. In this case I 
follow the decisions of He Emmet'a Eatate, Emmet v. Emmet (1880, 13 
Ch. D. 484) and Re Holford, Holford v. Holford (1894,3 Ch. W). The 
case of Andrews v. Partington (1791, 3 Bro. C. C. 401) does not apply.— 
Counset, J. RB. Brooke; Auaten-Cartmell; Dighton Pollock; Owen 
Thow pron; H. BE. Wright SOLICITORS, 5 W. Johnson & Son, for 
Jesson, & Co., Ashby de-la-Zouche. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-.t-Law.) 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
HOLLAND GULF STOOMVAART MAATSCHAFFIJ v. WATSON, 
MUNRO, & CO. (LIM.). Bailhache, J, 24th and 25th March. 


SuipPiInc—War—CMARTER-PARTY InsuRaNCceE—WarR Risk FOR 
CHARTERERS’ ACCOUNT Duty To Insure. 

A charter-party provided that the were to poy and 
provide for imeaurance, not to be construed 
as a demise of the ship, and that the owners were to remain responsible 
for maurance. The charter party aleo contained the following written 
clause; ‘* War risk, if any required, for the charterers’ account. It is 
understood and agreed that value for war risk at all times to be 
based on values stated in owners’ annual policy.” The ship was 
sunk by a German cruiser In an action by the shipowners againat 
the charterera to recover damages for the defendants’ failure to insure, 

Held, that the defendants were liable 


The plaintiffs were the owners of the Dutch s.s. Maria, which was 
chartered by the defendants under a charter-party which provided, 
inter alia, that the owners were to pay and provide for insurance, 
that the charter-party was not to be construed as a demise of the 
ship, and that the owners were to remain responsible for insurance. 
The charter-party also contained the following written clause : ‘‘ War 
risk, if any required, for the charterers’ account. It is understood 
and agreed that value for war risk at all times to be based on values 
stated in owners’ annual policy." On 21st September, 1914, 
while on @ voyage from Portland, Oregon, to Ireland with a cargo 
of wheat, The Maria was sunk by the German cruiser Karlsruhe. 
The plaintiffs brought the present. action to recover damages for the 
defendants’ failure to insure the steamer against war risks after 
having been requested by the plaintiffs to do so. It was submitted 
on behalf of the plaintiffs that the charterers were under a duty to 
cover The Maria by a war risks policy. It was contended on behalf 
of the defendants that they were only liable to pay the premiums in 
respect of war risks. 

Barnacne, J., in the course of his judgment, said the one question 
was whether the obligation to insure against war risks rested upon 
the charterers or the owners. It wag admitted for the charterers that 
the premiums payable in respect of war risks fell upon them, but it 
was argued that the duty of covering The Maria by a war risks 
policy rested upon the owners. In support of that argument he was 
referred to the obvious convenience of such a course in view of the 
fact that the war risks policy wag to protect the owners, and not 
the charterers, and that the amount to be recovered was to be based 
upon the value stated in owners’ annual policy, an amount of which 
the owners only would be aware. He did not think that contention 
was sound. He thought the words “ war risks, if any required, for 
charterers’ account’’ meant that the charterers were to provide and 
pay for the war risks policy. The words *‘ for charterers’ account ”’ 
were a business form of expressing tne fact that the charterers were 
to provide and pay for a war risks policy, just as by clause 2 the 
owners were to provide and pay for the ordinary insurance. The 
werd “ policy ’’ did not occur, but it was common ground, and, indeed, 
obvious from the words “if any required,’’ and from the whole 
clause, that the charter meant war risks policy, and not war risk. 
The truth of the matter was that the defendants considered the risk 
to The Maria so small as to be negligible, and they did not anticipate 
that the Germans would so violate international law as to sink a 
neutral vessel with an English cargo not contraband, and they pre- 
ferred not to insure. There would be judgment for the plaintiffs, with 
costs.—Counset, Leck, K.C., and BR. A. Wright; Roche, K.C., and 
A. Neilson. Soxicrrors, William A. Crump 4d: Son; Botterell & 
Roche. 


MARINE 
CHARTERERS’ 
shipou ners 
that the charter party was 


(Reported by Lzovxanp O. Taomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In the House of Commons, on Tuesday, in reply to Lord C. Beres- 
ford, Mr. Baker said the Government agreement regarding the payment 
on every fuse manufactured in this country of a royalty of 1s. 3d. in 
respect of Messrs. Krupp’s British patent expired on 16th July, 1914, 
and no royalty had been paid by the Government on any fuses passed 
into the service subsequent to that date. 





New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 3th April contains the following :— 


(1) An Order in Council, dated 29th April (printed below), further 
amending the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) Regulations. 

(2) An Ordec in Council, dated 29th April, requisitioning on behalf 
of the Government the whole of the insulated spaces in the British 
steamships usually engaged in trading between any port or ports in 
the Argentine Republic or the Republic of Uruguay, and any port or 
ports in the United Kingdom and the Continent of Europe, being 
British steamships owned by the several Companies or Corporations 
named in the First Schedule to the Order, or British steamships of 
which the individuals named in the Second Schedule are the Managing 
Owners or Joint Managing Owners, for the carriage of refrigerated 
produce from any port or ports in the Argentine Republic or in the 


Republic of Uruguay. The following are the Schedules :— 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 


Royal Mail Steam Packet Company. 
The Imperial Direct Line, Limited, 
The Houlder Line, Limited. 
The Bollington Grange Steamship Company, Limited. 
The British and Argentine Steam Navigation Company, Limited. 
The Argentine Cargo Line, Limited. 
The British and South American 
Limited. 
The Glasgow Steam Shipping Company, Limited, 
The Star Line, Limited. 
The Zermatt Steamship Company, Limited. 
The Zinal Steamship  , come imited. 
The Broderick Steamship Company, Limited. 
The Brodmead Steamship Company, Limited. 
The Brodmore Steamship Company, Limited. 
The Brodmount Steamship Company, Limited. 
The Brodstone Steamship Company, Limited. 
The Brodvale Steamship Company, Limited. 
The Brodhurst Steamship Company, Limited. 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 


Brightman. 
Brightman and William H. Turner. 


The 


Steam Navigation Company, 


Charles E. 
Charles E. 


The London Gazette of 4th May contains the following :— 
(3) An Order in Council, dated 29th April (printed below), further 
amending the Prize Court Rules, 1914. 


Order in Council—Defence of the Realm 


Regulations. 


Whereas by an Order in Council, dated the twenty-eighth day of 
November, nineteen hundred and fourteen, His Majesty was pleased 
to make Regulations (called the Defence of the Realm (Consolidation) 
Regulations, 1914) under the Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act, 
1914, for securing the public safety and the defence of the Realm : 

And whereas the said Act has been amended by the Defence of the 
Realm (Amendment) Act, 1915, and the Defence of the Realm (Amend- 
ment) No. 2 Act, 1915 : : 

And whereas the said Regulations have been amended by Orders in 
Council, dated the twenty-third day of March, and the thirteenth 
day of April, nineteen hundred and fifteen : 

And whereas it is expedient further to amend the said Regulations 
in manner hereinafter appearing : i 

Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice 
of His Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, that the 
following amendments be made in the said Regulations :— 

After Regulation 8 the following Regulation shall be inserted :— 

“8s. The occupier of a factory or workshop the business carried 
on in which consists wholly or mainly in engineering, shipbuilding, or 
the production of arms ammunition or explosives, or of substances 
required for the production thereof, shall not, nor shall any person 
on behalf of the occupier of such a factory or workshop, either directly 
or indirectly, by canvassing advertisement or otherwise, take any steps 
with a view to inducing— 

(a) any person employed in any other factory or workshop, 
being a person engaged on work for any Government Department 
or otherwise serving war purposes, to leave his employment ; or 

(b) any person resident in the United Kingdom at a distance 
of more than ten miles from the occupier’s factory or workshop, 
to accept employment therein, otherwise than by notifying vacancies 
to a Board of Trade Labour Exchange ; 


and in the event of any person contravening the provisions of this 
Regulation he shall be guilty of an offence against these Regulations. 
29th April. 
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Order in Council—Prize Court Rules, 1914. 


It is hereby ordered as follows :— 
1. That in Order IX. (Discovery, Inspection, and Admission of 
Documents and Facts) of the said Rules :— 


In Rule 1, the words “‘ upon filing an affidavit ’’ shall be omitted. 

In Rule 1, instead of the words ‘‘ any other party ”’ there shall 
be substituted the words ‘‘ any party other than the proper Officer 
of the Crown.”’ 


2. That in Order XI. (Sale, Appraisement, Safe Custody and Inspec 
tion of Prize) of the said Rules, in Rule 1, the following words shal! 
be omitted :—** on account of the condition of a ship, or on the appli 
cation of a claimant, and on or after condemnation.”’ 

3. That in Order XV. (Evidence and Hearing) of the said Rules, the 
following Rule shall be added :— 

“21. Notwithstanding anything contained in these Rules the 
proper Officer of the Crown may apply to the Judge for leave to 
administer interrogatories for the examination of any person 
whether a party to the cause or not.’ 


4, That Order XXIX. (Requisition by Admiralty) of the said Rules, 
as amended by His Majesty's Order in Council dated the 28th day o: 
November, 1914, shall be, and the same is hereby, revoked, and in lieu 
thereof the following Order shal] have effect :— 


“ORDER XXIX. 
** REQUISITION. 

“*1. Where it is made to appear to the Judge on the application 
of the proper Officer of the Crown'that it is desired to requisition 
on behalf of His Majesty a Ship in respect of which no final decree 
of condemnation has been made, he shall order that the Ship shall 
be appraised, and that upon an undertaking being given in accord 
ance with Rule 5 of this Order the Ship shall be released and 
delivered to the Crown. 

2. Where a decree for the detention of a Ship has been made in 
accordance with Order XXVIII., the proper Officer of the Crown 
may file a notice (Appendix A., Form No. 55) that the Crown 
desires to requisition the same, and thereupon a Commission (Appen- 
dix A., Form No. 56) to the Marshal directing him to appraise 
the Ship shall issue. Upon an undertaking being given in accord- 
ance with Rule 5 of this Order the Ship shall be released, and 
delivered to the Crown. 

Service of this notice shal] not be required before filing, but 
copies thereof shall be served upon the parties by the proper Office: 
of the Crown as soon thereafter as possible. 

3. Where in any case of requisition under this Order it is made 
to appear to the Judge on behalf of the Crown that the Ship is 
required for the service of His Majesty forthwith, the Judge may 
order the same to be forthwith released, and delivered to the 
Crown, without appraisement. 

4. In any case where a Ship has been requisitioned under the 
pare of this Order, and whether or not an appraisement has 
een made, the Court may, on the application of any party, fix the 
amount to be paid by the Crown in respect of the value of the Ship. 

5. In every case of requisition under this Order an undertaking 
in writing shall be filed by the proper Officer of the Crown for 
payment into Court on behalf of the Crown of the appraised value 
of the Ship, or of the amount fixed under Rule 4 of this Order, 
as the case may be, at such time or times as the Court shall declare 
by Order that the same or any part thereof is required for the 
purpose of payment out of Court. 

6. Where in any case of requisition under this Order it is made 
to appear to the Judge on behalf of the Crown that the Crown 
desires to requisition the Ship temporarily, the Court may, in lieu 
of an Order of release, make an Order for the temporary delivery 
of the Ship to the Crown, and subject as aforesaid the provisions 
of this Order shall apply to such a requisition; provided that, 
in the event of the return of the Ship to the custody of the Court. 
the Court may make such Order as it thinks fit for the release of 
the undertaking given on behalf of the Crown or the reduction of 
the amount undertaken to be paid thereby, as the case may be; and 
provided also that, where the Ship so requisitioned is subject to 
the provisions of Order XXVIII., Rule 1, relating to detention, 
the amount for which the Crown shall be considered liable in 
respect of such requisition shall be the amount of the damage, if 
any, which the Ship has suffered by reason of such temporary 
delivery as aforesaid. 

7. The proceedings in respect of a Ship requisitioned under this 
“Order shall continue notwithstanding the requisition. 

8. In any case of requisition of a Ship in respec? of which no 
cause has been instituted, any person interested in such Ship may, 
without issuing a Writ, provided he does not intend to make a 
claim for restitution or damages, apply by summons for an Order 
that the amount to be paid in respect of such Ship be fixed by the 
Court, and the Judge may, on the hearing of such summons, order 
the Ship to be appraised or to be valued or give such other direc- 
tions for fixing the amount as he may think fit.”’ 

5. That in Form 4 in Appendix A. to the said Rules there shall be 
‘mitted the words “* Commander of Our Ship of War’’ and the words 
“taken and seized as prize by Our said Ship of War.”’ 

2th April. 





German Prize Law. 
NEW CONTRABAND REGULATIONS. 
take the following from Lloyd s List of the let inst 

The Heirhsanzeiger (German Imperial Gazette) has published the 
following jer regarding the modification of the Prize Regulation dated 
September 30th, 1909 :— 

As a retaliation for the provisions introduced by England and her 
Allies, v h constitute a departure from the Declaration of London 
respecting the Laws of Naval Warfare of February 26th, 1909, I sam 
tion for the period of the present war the following moditication of the 
Prize Regulation dated September 30th, 1909, and the additions to 
same of October 18th, November 23rd, and December 14th, 1914. The 
fol } 27. 


335 


ywing provisions take the place of those contained under 21, 23, 


35, 40, and of the Iditions to 23: 


ABSOLUTE CONTRABAND. 


21. The following articles and materials coming under the title of 
a»solute ntraband are cone dered Contral and of War :— 

1) Weapons of every description, including those used for sport 
and their constituent parts recognizable as such: 

2) Projectiles, cartridges of every description, and their con- 

tuent parts recognizable as such; 

3) Powder and explosives of every description ; 

(4) Gun-barrels, gun-mounts and = gun-carriages, ammunition 
wagons, field-kitchens, bake-oven wagons, supply wagons, field 
smithies, searchlights, searchlight apparatus and their constituent 
paits recognizable as such; 

5) Range-finders and their constituent parts recognizable as euch ; 

6) Binoculars, telescopes ironometers and nautical instruments 
of every description : 

7) Military garments and articles of equipment recognizable as 
such ; 
8) Animals suitable for riding and transport in war; 

(9) Military utensils recognizable as such; 

(10) Camping apparatus and utensils and their constituent parts 
recognizable as such; 

(11) Armour-plates ; 

(12) Lead in blocks, sheets and tubes; 

(13) Barbed wire, as we!! as the tools used for fixing and cutting 
same; 

(14) Tinplate ; 

15) Warships and other war vessels, as well as such parts as are, 
owing to their specia] character, only of use on a war-veseel ; ship 
plates and steel for shipbuiiding ; 

16) Submarine telephone signalling apparatus ; 

17) Air-craft and flying machines of every description, their con 
stituent parts recognizable as such, as well as accessories, articles 
and materials recognizably destined for purposes of aerial naviga 
tion and flying ; 

(18) Tools and appliances manufactured exclusively for the pur 
pose of making and repairing arms and war materials ; 

19) Benches of every description; 

(20) Mining timber; 

(21) Coal and coke; 

(22) Flax. 

CONDITIONAL CONTRABAND. 
23. The following articles and materials which may be used for pur 


poses of war and peace, and whigh come under the title of conditional 


‘ontraband, are considered Contraband of War :— 

(1) Foodstuffs ; 

(2) Forage and fodder of every description; 

(3) Garments, cloth-materials and footwear suitable for military 
purposes ; 

(4) Animal woo], raw or worked, as well as woollen yarns, carded 
and combed ; 

(5) Gold and silver, coined and in bars, as well as paper money ; 

(6) Conveyances of every description suitable for purposes of war 
and their constituent parts, especially all motor conveyances ; 

(7) Tyres for motor conveyances, as well as all articles required for 
materials which are principally used for making and repairing tyres; 

(8) India-rubber and gutta-percha and the goods made of same ; 

(9) Railway fixtures and rolling stock, materials for telegraph, 
wireless telegraphy and telephones; 

(10) Fuel, excepting coal and coke; lubricating materials ; 

(11) Sulphur, sulphuric acid, nitric acid; 

(12) Horseshoes and shoeing tools; 

(13) The following minerals: Wolfram ores (Wolframite and 
Scheelite), Molybdenum, Vanadium, Nickel, Chrome, Hematite 
iron, Manganese and Lead-ores; 

(14) The following metals: Wolfram, Molybdenum, Vanadium, 
Nickel, Selenium, Cobalt, Hematite pig-iron, Manganese, 
Aluminium. Copper ; 

(15) Antimony as well as its sulphur compounds and oxides; 

(16) Iron-compounds (ferro-compounds), including Wolfram- 
Molybdenum, Manganese, Vanadium, and Chrome-iron ; 

(17) Harness and saddlery ; 

(18) Leather, prepared and unprepared, as far as it may be used 
for saddlery, harness, military foot-wear or military garments; 

19) Tanning materials of every description, including the extracts 
used in tanning; . 
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(20) Timber of every description, rough or hewn (especially also 

sawn, planed and grooved), excepting mining timber; charcoal- 

tar ; 

21) Ships, boats and vessels of every description, floating docks 
spparatus for dry-docks as well as their constituent parts. 


Nor CONTRABAND OF War 


rticles cannot be declared Contraband of War : 
raw silk, raw jute, raw hemp; 
, lac, hops; 
) on hides, horns, bones and i 
(4) Natural and artificial manure; 
(5) Earth, clay, lime, chalk, stones 
slate and roof-tiles ; 
4 China and glass; 
7) Paper and the materiale used in paper-making ; 
1) Soay urs, including the materials exclusively used in the 
of same and vy irnish ; 
lime, soda, caustic s Iphate of soda in cakes, 
immonia » of ammonia and 
10) Ma : ed in agriculture 
nd n pri 
11) Pre ) ! ecjious stones pearls, mother-of 
pearl and T . 
12) Clocks of y cript vith the exception 
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Societies. 
The Law Society. 


GENERAL MEETING 

A special general meeting of the Law Society was held at the Society's 
Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the Se " the President, Col. Sir 
Charles Elton Longmore, K.C.B He vho wore the khaki 
uniform of his regiment, Ist Battalion, os ire Regiment, in the 
chair Among those present were Mr. Richard Stephens Taylor (vice- 
president), Mr. Alfred John Morton Bal Stroud, Gloucestershire 
Mir. John Field Beale. Mr. John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. Alfred 
Henry Coley (Birmingham), Mr. Ce« Allen Coward, Sir Homewood 

wwford (City Solicitor, Senior Past Master City of London Solicitors’ 
Compan) Mr. Alfred Davenport, Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr. Robert 
W.lliam Dibdin, Mr. Walter Dowson, Mr. Thomas Eggar (Brighton), 
“fr. Samuel Garrett, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, Mi 
John Roger Burrow Gregory, Sir Henry James Johnson, the Hon 
tobert Henry Lyttelton, Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Mr. Ernest 
Fitzjohn Oldham, Mr: Arthur Copson Peake (Leeds), Mr. Richard 
Alfred Pinsent (Birmingham Mr. Charles Leopold Samson, Mr 


William Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Walter 1 Mr. William Melmoth 





ee 
Walters, Mr. Robert Mills Welsford, Mr. William Howard Winter- 
botham (Official Solicitor, Royal Courts of Justice), members of the 
Council, and Mr. E. R. Cook (Secretary) and Mr. H. E. Jones ( Assistant 
Secretary 
THe Late Mr. RvsinstTern. 

The Prestpent said that, before proceeding with the only matter 
which appeared on the paper of business, he should like to refer, and 
he did so with great sorrow, to the death of Mr. J. S. Rubinstein, a 
member of the society. They who sat on the Council did not always en 
tirely see eye to eye with him in the view which he took with reference 
to the subject of land transfer, but they always looked upon him as a 
most loyal member of the profession, and they knew that in everything 
that he did he did it solely with the desire to further the interests of 
the profession and to maintain the rights of the solicitor branch. Hoe 
was always a very eloquent advocate at the meetings of the society in 
that hall, and also at the meetings of the society throughout the pro 
vinces, of any objects in which he took an interest, and he would indeed 
be a loss to the whole profession. He thought the meeting would agree 
with him in expressing their sorrow at the loss they had sustained 
through his death. 

Cotonret CHartes Forp. 


There was another well-known gentleman whom they regretted not 
to see present at the meeting. He thought his absence was perhaps 
more happily accounted for than that of the late Mr. Rubinstein. That 
was Colonel Charles Ford, whom ne could remember as attending the 
meetings of the society for many years. He (the President) did not 
think he had ever attended a meeting at which he had not been present 
He was glad to say he was still in the land of the living, and 
apparently prepared to give the full measure of his abilities for the 
benefit of his country. He was serving in Hampshire on behalf of 
the forces, which he (the President) thought an excellent duty to be 
performing. 


ArTICLED CLERKS with Forces—Stamp Duty. 
1 


With regard to the question of the stamp duty upon articles paid 
articled clerks who were serving with tne forces, the Chancellor of t 
Exchequer had, in the House of Commons, in answer to a request fr 
the Council, stated that, where an articled clerk had unfortunately 
lost his life during the period of his articles in tne war, the stamp 
duty on his articles would be refunded. He was sure the profession 
were greatly indebted to Sir William Bull, who, at the request of the 
Council, had addressed a question to the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
in the House of Commons upon the subject. 


Soricrrors AND ARTICLED CLERKS WITH FORCES. 


The number of solicitors now serving with the forces was almost 
exactly 2,000, and the number of articled clerks was about 1,100, making 
a total representation of the solicitor branch of tne profession of 3,100. 
This was a very fine number to reach. The number of those who had 
unfortunately been killed in action or who had died during service, 
according to the reports received so far, was twenty-eight, and of 
articled clerks eleven, and tne Council knew of many who had been 
wounded. There had been very great interest taken in the profession 
with regard to His Majesty's forces, and he was glad to say that a 
large number of solicitors and articled clerks had been promoted. 


PROVINCIAL MEETING. 

The Council had hoped, under happier circumstances, to have 7 
a very interesting provincial meeting at Plymouth during the « 
autumn. The Plymouth Law Society kindly invited the society 
visit the town, but his friend the Vice-President, who would be 
sident at,the time at which the meeting would in the ordinary course 
be held, had decided that it would not be wise in the present state of 
national affairs to hold the provincial meeting tois year. So that, with 
very sincere thanks to the Plymouth Law Society for their kind invi 
tation, the Council had asked them to renew it at what they hoped 
would be a happier time. 


Frees to Junior CoUuNsEL 

The following notice stood upon the paper of business :—‘‘ Mr. F 
Brinsley Harper, London, will ask : Whether the Council has taken an 
and if so what, steps in reference to the letter which was sent to the 
Council from a counsel to a solicitor objecting to the solicitor only 
paying him a fee of three-fifths of the fee marked on the leaders 
brief, and which was all that was allowed on taxation.’’ 

Mr. Brinstey Harper said that before putting the question he 
should like to say that the following letter had been received by 4 
solicitor who had paid to the barrister in question three-fifths of the fee 
marked upon his leader's brief :—‘‘ 18th August, 1914. Dear Sir,—During 
the twenty-seven years I have been a member of the bar I have nevet 
been offered a less fee than two-thirds of my leader's fee, nor hav 
known any other solicitor offer, or any other barrister accept, less. As 
you refuse to accept my suggestion (made in your own interest) to con- 
sult some senior member of your profession, in spite of your lack of 
experience of litigation as to what is the usual practice, I shall take 
steps as I think necessary to protect other barristers in this circuit from 
being treated in a manner similar to the way you have treated me 
Yours truly, .”’ This was a country solicitor. That letter had been 
sent to the Council by the solicitor, and he (Mr. Brinsley Harper) 
desired to know what steps the Council proposed to take to safeguard 
solicitors from an insult like this emanating from a member of the bar. 
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Mr. E. A. Betz (London) said that before the question was answered 
he should like to be informed whether the barrister concerned had 
made an amende honorable and had replied to this letter, and whether 
the reply was not in these words— 

Sir Homewoop Crawrorp (City solicitor, a member of the Council) 
asked whether Mr. Bell was in order in answering a question of which 
notice had been given. Unless he raised some point of order he ought 
not to proceed 

The PRESIDENT said that all he could do was to answer Mr. Brinsley 
Harper’s question. He could not hear Mr. Bell. 

Mr. Bett asked to be allowed to rise to a point of order. 

The Prestpent: I think you had better hear my, answer first, 

Mr. Bett asked whether Mr. Brinsley Harper had read the whole 
correspondence in connection with the question of which he had given 
notice, or only one letter. He took it that the whole of the correspon 
dence should be laid before the meeting rather than that one letter 
oy should be selected, because he understood (Cries of ‘* Order.’’) 

he Presipent said the following was the answer of the Council to 
the question : ‘‘A letter such as that referred to in the question was 
forwarded to the Council by a solicitor who is a member of the 
society, which contained statements with regard to the solicitor to 
which, in the opinion of the Council, objection could fairly be taken. 
They accordingly sent a letter to the Bar Council, and have received 
from the Council and from the solicitor concerned intimations to the 
effect that an apology has been made to the solicitor.” 

Mr. Bett: I ask that the apology be read. 

The Presipent said he did not think that was necessary. The 
barrister in question had apologised, and Mr. Brinsley Harper's friend 
had accepted the apology. (To Mr. Brinsley Harper :) Was that not 
the fact ’ 

Mr. Brinstey Harper replied that he believed so. 

The Presipent said that he did not think the matter need be carried 
ox | further. 

Mr. Bett asked whether it was right that the alleged insult should 
be read without reading the apology. 

The Presipent said an apology had been offered, and he understood 
that it had been accepted. He hoped the incident was ended. 

Mr. Bett said a full apology had been tendered, therefore the matter 
should never have been brought before the meeting. 

Mr. Brinstey Harper asked the President whether he could inform 
the meeting what the Council had done with regard to the general 
principle of the two-thirds or three-fifths fee to junior counsel. 

The Presipent replied that negotiations were still going on upon the 
subject, and he hoped the result would be satisfactory. 


The Union Society of London. 


A meeting of the Union Society of London was held at the lecture 
toom,. King’s Bench-walk, on Wednesday evening, the president, Mr. 

arry Geen, in the chair. Mr. W. R. Willson moved : ‘“‘ That com- 
7 service is not foreign to our constitution.”” Mr. W. J. 

venshaw opposed, and there also spoke Messrs. Edison-Thomas, 
Abel, Morden, Bright and Marshal. The motion was carried. 


Companies and Alien Enemies. 


The following letters from Lord Lindley and Lord Wrenbury (Sir 
H. Burton Buckley) appeared in the 7'imes of Ist and 3rd May :— 

Sm,—Although it is true that a joint-stock company registered in this 
country is a corporation, and is in legal language a person, it must 
never be forgotten that it is not a human being, but a number of human 
beings treated for convenience and for many purposes as one. The 
individuals who compose it may be British subjects or foreigners; but 
it is they and their duly authorized agents, if any, who carry on the 
business of the company and who, in fact, exercise its rights and have 
to perform its obligations. ‘This is the real truth, but it is obscured and 
apt to be lost sight of by talking of a person with a corporate name. 

In considering whether a company registered here and regarded as a 
British company for ordinary purposes is to be regarded for all ordinary 
purposes as British, and in particular whether, when this country is at 
war, the company is to be treated as a friend or an enemy, facts and 
not fictions ought to be regarded. Only individuals owe allegiance to 
anyone, and to talk of a fictitious person owing allegiance without 
Inquiring into the allegiance of the individuals composing it seems to 
me contrary to common sense and also to sound legal principle. Sup 
= @ registered company to consist entirely of alien enemies, is it to 

treated as a British subject or as an alien friend? The answer 
surely cannot be ‘‘ Yes,’’ and yet that must be the answer if the Court 
of Appeal’s decision in the Continental Tyre. case is right. 

The whole law relating to allegiance and to alien enemies and alien 
friends rests on what is recognised as public policy; and admitting, as 
I do, the danger and illegality of abusing the principles on which our 
courts have proceeded, I cannot admit that applying those principles 
to new cases as they arise is beyond the functions of our own judges. 
If a company duly incorporated is in fact under the control of indi 
Viduals who are alien enemies, it appears to me that both law and commun 
sense require that the company itself should be treated as an alien 
enemy, and therefore unable to bring actions in this country so long as 

control exists. ‘ 

I am not aware of any principle or decision (except the Continental 

case) against this view, and although I have the misfortune to 
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differ from the Court of Appeal in the Continental Tyre case, I trust 
that the dissenting judgment of Lord Justice Buckley will ultimately 
prevail, either by a reversal of the decision or by an amending Act of 
Parliament. 

If the defendants in that case had at once moved to stay proceedings 
until the war was over, on the ground that the phiuntiff company was 
under the control of alien enemies, and that the action was brought by 
them, or by their directions, the court, in my opinion, ought to have 
stayed the proceedings. So long, however, as the decision stands, such 
a@ motion would, of course, fail. LINDLEY. 

Sir,—The letter from Lord Lindley, which appears in your issue of 
to-day, recalls attention to a legal question of the finst importance at the 
present time. Brietly stated, that question is:—* Can a body of alien 
enemies by incorporating themselves as a British corporation come into 
the British courts under that corporate name and claim relief!” Lon 
Lindley is the greatest living authority upon this branch of the law. His 
language is very plain: 

‘If a company duly incorporated is in fact under the control of indi 
viduals who are alien enemies, it appears to me that both law and 
common sense require that the company itself should be tre ated as an 
alien enemy, and therefore unable to bring actions in this country 80 
long as that control exists.’’ 

So long as the decision in the Continental Tyre case stands un- 
reviewed, alien enemies who have put on a British dress can pose as loyal 
subjects of the King and invoke his assistance in his courte. And af 
the principle of the decision is sound they can in their British dress 
own and gail British ships. This may be the law. But if so great an 
authority thinks it is not, the question ought not to be allowed to 
rest short of the ultimate Court of Appeal. 

The purchasers of the goods in the Continental Tyre case had paid 
their purchase money into court, and except upon patriotic grounds 
have no interest in carrying the matter farther. But the Board of 
Trade have an interest in the matter so vital that they might well take 
up the case. To deal with the point by legislation is not easy. What 
is wanted is the enunciation of a principle if it be a true principle, for 
the principle would then apply itself to varying cases. If, on the other 
hand, the law is not as Lord Lindley thinks it is, then legislation is, I 


conceive, imperatively needed. WRENBURY. 





Companies, 
The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society. 


The twenty-sixth annual general meeting of the Solicitors’ Law 
Stationery Society, Ltd., was held at the head offices of the society on 
3rd May, Mr. W. Arthur Sharpe in the chair. 

‘The directors’ report stated ‘that the sales amounted to £74,644, 
against £77,110 in 1913, and the net profit to £6,582, against £6,222 
in 1913, an increase of £350. ‘The directors recommended a dividend 
at the rate of 10 per cent., a bonus to customers, and a distribution 
under the profit-sharing scheme amongst the staff, in accordance with 
the articles of association, and that the balance of profit, £2,999, be 
carried forward. . 

The Chairman, in moving the adoption of the report, stated thar 
notwithstanding the war the accounts for the year did not shew any 
serious diminution of turnover or profit; but it must be remembered 
that the financial year closed at 3lst December, 1914, and that only 
five months of war had been experienced, and they covered the lawyers’ 
long vacation—the time when business is usually at its quietest. Sixty- 
one members of the staff had joined His Majesty's forces, and the 
board resolved in August last to keep their places open for them, as 
far as possible, during the war, and to pay half-wages to those who 
had dependants, provided such payment did not bring their total 
emolument above their wage when with the society. The cost of these 
allowances in the five months of last year amounted to £356, and tlus 
figure would be exceeded during the current year. The lease of the 
premises in Walbrook, of which the society's city office forms part, had 
been purchased during the year with a view to giving fixity of tenure. 
The directors recommended that no addition be made to reserve account, 
but that the sum of £2,999 should be carried forward. The report and 
accounts were adopted, and the retiring directors, Messrs. Alexander 
Crossman and Edward Francis Turner, were re-elected, 


Royal Exchange Assurance. 

The annual general court was held at the head office in the Royal 
Exchange, on Wednesday, the 28th ult. The directors report that tie 
assets amount to £7,307,657 Os. 7d., and the profit and loss account 
shews a balance of £503,909. The dividend for the year amounts to 
10 per cent. 
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Atlas Assurance Company (Limited). 


THe VaLvuaTion YEAR. 


The annual general meeting of the Atlas Assurance Company (Limited) 
held on tae 29th ult. at the Cannon-street Hotel, Mr. Hervert 
Brooks (chairman of the company) presiding. 

The CHAIRMAN eaid :—Gentlemen commencing the 
of the day, I am sorry to have to acquaint the shareholders that we 
have met with a serious loss on our board of directors in Mr. Mosentual, 
» is no longer with us, much to the regret of all his colleagues. 
e statement that is in your hande is, I think, as satisfactory as 
possible, considering the circumstances under which it is placed beture 
you. I feel that, considering the times we fave passed through, you 
will not have expected that the result of 1914 will have been as good as 
the previous year, and that the statement we submit will meet 
with all your expectations. The dreadful war in which the country is 

extended ramifications, and injuriously affects the 
company in many parts of the world. It has affected 
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lare Business. 

Now with regard to the accounts, taking the life department first, 
well maintained, and, indeed, for a con 
siderable portion of the year promised even better until the 
effects of the outbreak of war were felt. However, you will see that 
toere 18 an increase in the premium income of about £14,000, and in 
the life fund of £26,000, in spite of having had to provide £147,000 for 
depreciation With regard to the life business, while we are on the 
subject 1 may mention that thie valuation year, and it could 
hardly have come at a worse time. During the five years we have had 
to write off, or provide for, depreciation in the life accounts of £153,00u. 
Had this not been necessary the profits of the life department would 
have afforded a considerably larger bonus than we have ever befvure 
given, for the mortality has been light and the expenses are not exces 
sive ; but we found ourselves with such an available surplus as compelled 
us to declare a 20s. bonus instead of the usual bonus of previous years. 
The third page of tne report shows life profit, excluding depre iation, 
£297,820 for the quinquennium, a larger total amount than has ever been 
Although we have many policy holders at the front, we 
claims, and the sum of £9,568 will cover the 
ved from the war up to date. 
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ACCIDENT DgEraARTMENTS 

Now, with regard to the fire and accident departments, the profit 
have been sufficient for the same dividend to provide for an estimated 
depreciation of the proprietors’ securities during 1914, and other smal] 
and leave a bal £45,546, 
which we carry fe sually we have closed up our profit and los 
account, but it has been thought advisable, considering the uncertainty 
of the present outlook, to have an available carry forward to meet any 
unexpected calls upon us during the current year not that we : 
inything of the sort, but I think it is well in these times to be fully 
armed. We therefore have not added to the reserve funds of the various 
departments, considering that there is no special necessity to strengthen 
them this year; but you may depend upon it that the directors will, as 
opportunity offers, continue to build up all these funds, for strength is 
as important as earning power in insurance business. 

The fire department shows a loss of premium income of over £84,000. 
This is spread over various fields of operation. I may say, however, 
that something like £30,000 of comes from our obeying 
the King’s Proclamation in cutting off business received from Germany 
and Austria, and even paying back premiums to get rid of current 
liabilities, so that we have not only not received premiums from these 
sources during the second half of 1914, but we have in addition paid 
away sums to get quit of our responsibilities to alien enemies. Generally 
speaking, in almost every foreign field there has been a diminution. 
l'rade has been so upset and restricted that in many parts of the world 
our friends have not had the goods to insure. It is not a loss of 
nexions, but a diminution of operation Having, then, a reduced fire 
premium of £84,000, it is not surprising that the percentage of working 
expenses has slightly gone up. However, against all these drawbacks 
we have made an underwriting profit of £87,354 in the fire account, and 
though we have been accustomed of late years to make considerably 
more than 8} per cent. on our premium income, yet I think you will all 
consider that the profit we have made on the whole has been satisfactory 
for euch an abnormal year as 1914 has been. I may mention that our 
fire fund stands at 117 per cent. of the annual premium income, against 
111 per cent. in the previous year. We sincerely hope that the time 
will me when go on adding to our fire fund still more, 
following the custom we have adopted for so many years past. 

In the Employers’ Liability, Accident, and General Account the 
premium income has increased by about £11,000, and the losses have 
diminished by £1,500, so that there is on the year’s account a clear 


profit of £10,724, which has been carried to the profit and loss account. 
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We have not hitherto aimed at a large business in this section, but the 
rates seem now to be on a sounder basis, giving greater prospects of 
fairly profitable results, so that we are prepared cautiously to develop 
this branch of our business in the future. The sinking fund and capital 
redemption account is growing; £5,000 more premiums have been 
received this year than in the previous year. We have had this fund 
valued, which gives an available profit of £2,926, which has been 


urried to profit and loss account, 


Tue Prorit anp Loss Account. 

If you will look at the profit and loss account, on page 11 of the 
report, you will see exactly how the proprietors’ accounts stand, and 
the sources from which the respective items of profit have come. With 
our interest of £56,500, showing a growth of more than £4,000 on the 
year, with our profit from the fire and accident departments, sinking 
fund, percentage on life business, and transfer fees, a total profit for 
the vear is shown of £163,782. The credit side of the account shows 
you what has been done with it—£25,000 to meet depreciation for 1914, 
that is a mere estimate; income tax, £8,061; interest on Debenture 


stock, £3,957; your dividend, the same as last year, net £81,216; 


leaving a balance to be carried forward of £45,500, to which I have 
already referred. I do not think the balance-sheet calls for any par- 
ticular remark. There have been changes in our securities to some 
extent, and we have been able to invest at a slightly higher rate of 
interest than we have hitherto earned, but this is a matter which is 
engaging the serious attention of the directors with a view to improving 
still more the rate of interest. This is the more necessary because the 
net interest receivable on investments is seriously affected by the heavy 
income tax of 2s, 6d, in the pound. Thus, a 5 per cent. investment 
means really a net return to us of £4 7s, 6d. only, and I need hardly 
remind you that, especially in the life department, it is of the highest 
importance that the fullest rate of interest possible, compatible with 
safety, should be earned. 

Mr. F. A. Jounston (Deputy-Chairman) seconded the motion, which 
was carried unanimously without discussion. 

The CHarrMAN said that the dividend declared, as set out on the face 
of the report just passed, would be paid to the proprietors or their 
order on and after Friday, the 3th ult. He then proceeded to move 
the re-election of the retiring directors—Mr. H. J. Gardiner, Mr. F. A. 
Johnston, Mr. Oswald C, Magniac, and Mr. E. F. Noel. ” 

The Right Hon. Lord Inccarge having seconded the proposition, it 
was unanimously agreed to. 


Tae Dervry-CHaIRMAN’s REMARKS: 


Mr. JounsTon said that, on behalf of his three esteemed colleagues 
and himself, he wished to thank the shareholders for this renewal of 
their confidence. In the serious time in which we were all living 
the directors were glad to be in a position to present a satisfactory 
report. Thanks to the realization of the sound policy of constantly 
strengthening their reserves, in which the shareholders had in the past 
so wisely and so loyally supported the directors and the management, 
it was possible in these abnormal times to maintain the dividend at 8s. 
per share, without weakening to the slightest extent the strong financial 
position that this great company had now obtained. He would like to 
remind them that during the last five years they had increased their 
fire fund and other reserves by no Jess than £450,000, while at the 
same time they had written down the Proprietors’ Stock Exchange 
securities by £100,000. That reflected the greatest credit on Mr. 
Pipkin and those who had so ably and efficiently assisted him to make 
the company the great success it now was. (Hear, hear.) ie 

On the motion of Mr. D. Govpre Simpson, seconded by Mr. T. F. 
Riper, the auditors (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse & Co.) were re-elected. 

The CHAIRMAN stated that this concluded the business, but before 
they separated he would ask them to pass a hearty vote of thanks to 
Mr. Pipkin and his officers in this country, as well as to those who 
were doing so much good service for the company abroad. He would 
put it to them in general terms like that. 

The motion was carried by acclamation, , 

Mr. Prrxry, in acknowledging the compliment, said he sincerely 
thanked them, on behalf of his colleagues and himself, for the kind 
vote of thanks. Although they had other forms of remuneration, yet 
in some senses this was the most pleasant form of remuneration they 
received—namely, the shareholders’ approbation, their belief and con 
fidence in them that, under the directors, they were doing their best 
to make the company forge ahead and to keep it in a sound position 
He was glad that the chairman had made reference to the branch 
managers, the agents, and the local boards all over the world, because 
they did exist practically all over the civilized world, without whose 
efforts they would not be where they were to-day. He thanked them a! 
most heartily. : 
Mr. T. F. Riper then proposed a vote of thanks to the chairman for 
the way in which he had conducted the meeting. The measure ot their 
satisfaction, he remarked, was the gratitude with which they received 
the very substantial result of the past year’s working. (Hear, hear 

Colonel H. Byryr, C.B., said he had the greatest pleasure in second 
ing the motion, and remarked that he felt sure the satisfactory and 
lucid account given by the chairman was as gratifying for him to give 
as it was for the shareholders to receive. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

The CHatRMAN, in reply, said that in these difficult times, when they 
were unable to present so good a report as they would like, it was very 
pleasant to have the shareholders’ confidence, 
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——During the War 


THE CHURCH ARMY 


Carries on its ordinary work as in time of Peace, 
INCLUDING : 


LABOUR HOMES throughout the land for reclamation of criminals, tramps, drunkards and social failures of 
both sexes, and helping honest folk in distress. 


HOMES FOR YOUTHS. RESCUE WORK. 

FRESH AIR HOMES. EMIGRATION TRAINING FARM. 
EMIGRATION to Canada and Australia for single men, families and lads (suspended during the War). 
TRAINING HOMES for Evangelists and Mission-Sisters. 70 MISSION VANS continually itinerating. 
MISSIONS IN PRISONS, workhouses and slums. Other MISSION-WORK of many kinds. 


The Church Army’s SPECIAL WAR WORK 
INCLUDES :— 
RECREATION HUTS, &c., in Camps at home and abroad. 
AMBULANCE CARS AND KITCHEN CARS at the Front. 
WAR HOSPITAL in North France. 
RECREATION ROOMS for Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Wives. 
PARCELS FOR BRITISH PRISONERS of War. Numerous other Branches. 








Funds are urgently needed, LEGACIES EARNESTLY REQUESTED. 


Cheques crossed “ Barclay’s, a/c Church Army,” payable to PREBENDARY CARLILE, Hon. Chief Secretary, who will gladly answer 
any enquiries, at Headquarters, BRYANSTON STREET, MARBLE ARCH, LONDON, W. (Telephone: Paddington 3440. ) 











Northern Assurance Company (Limited). | : 
4 oe | ae Obituary. 
‘ The age wy. of the company was held at Aberdeen on Wednes- | 
ay. ne report shewed that, in the fire department, there was an i 
increase in premiums of £58,301 for the year 1914. The losses amounted | Lord Justice Moriarty. 
to 58.1 per cent. of the premiums. The expenses of management came | The death of Lord Justice Moriarty took place last Sunday morning 
to 37.6 per cent. of the premiums. In the life department the sum at a nursing home in Birmingham, where he recently underwent an 
assured was £377,307. The whole funds of the life department now | operation , 
amount to £5,384,003. The total amount to be distributed amongst | 
the shareholders for the year 1914 is £124,593 15s., being a dividend | 
of 7s. per share (less income tax), plus a bonus of 2s. per share (less 
income tax). 


John Francis Moriarty, says the Times, was born about sixty years 
ago at Marlow, in County Cork, which has furnished so many of the 
present judges in Ireland. He was educated at Stonyhurst and at 
Dublin University, and was cajled to the Irish Bar in 1877. His 

| ability was soon recognized, and he began to acquire a good practice, 
| but presently other interests diverted him from legal work and he 
| spent some time in the United States. It was not till the period of 
| the South African War that Mr. Moriarty really became known as a 


’ 
Law Students Journal. lawyer of eminent ability. A famous case connected with the pur Thase 


‘ : of remmounts for the Army brought him into prominence, and he soon 
Law Students Society. became one of the acknowledged leaders of the Nisi Prius Bar. 
. . ak He took silk in 1904, became a Bencher of the King’s Inns in 1908, 
University or Lonpon Law Stupents’ Sociery.—At a meeting held | and was appointed First Sergeant-at-Law in the same year. In April, 
M, Tuesday, 4th May, 1915, at University College (Mr. H. J. H. | 1913, he was appointed Solicitor-General for Ireland, and two months 
Mackay, M.A., LL.B., vice-president, in the chair), the subject for | Jater became Attorney-General. Last year he was appointed a Lord 
debate was : *‘ That Walker v. Linom (1907, 2 Ch. 104) was wrongly | Justice of Appeal, in succession to Lord Justice Holmes, who had 
decided (Mortgage—Priority—Legal Estate—Subsequent Equitable | retired. 
lnterest—Postponement—Fraud -Negligence Omission to Get Posses- Lord Justice Moriarty shewed as a barrister and in his short career 
_. of _ F go Mra - Lg ae ‘Position of Cestus q¥¢ | on the bench a remarkable combination of legal knowledge and shrewd 
lene ). 3 r. F. Bradbury opened in the affirmative and Mr. R. F.| commonsense. He took an interest in sport and the drama, and was a 
Y, president, in the negative. The following members also spoke : an of lara 1 wide readin 
Messrs. E. M. Duke, H. P. Wells, G. R. Blake, M. T. de Ameresekera, | ™*" © /@™8® and wide reading, 
E. 0. Walford, C. J. G. Hughes, and P. A. Wood. The leaders having 
soted, the chairman summed up, and on the motion being put to 
the meeting it was lost by 13 votes to 3. A vote of thanks to Mr. i 
Mackay was heartily accorded, on the motion of the secsidant. His Honour Judge Lea. 








Judge G. Harris Lea, County Court Judge for Circuit No 27 
(Shropshire and Herefordshire), died on the 4th inst. at the Broadlands, 
Hereford. 

Judge Lea, who was seventy-two years of age, was educated at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the bar by the Middle 
Temple in 1869, and joined Lincoln’s Inn in 1886. He contested as 

the subsequent marriage of their parents, standing in hjs name. | a Liberal Kidderminster in 1874 and Wigan in 1885, both unsuccess 

. Asquith : This is part of a larger question, as to which the Govern- | fully. In 1891 he was appointed county court judge of Circuit No. 33 
Ment are making inquiries. I cannot at present give a day for its | (Eastern Counties), and shortly afterwards was transferred to Circuit 

ussion, No. 27. 








In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Dundas White asked the 
Time Minister whether he would give an early opportunity for the 
discussion of the motion with reference to the legitimation of children 
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Legal News. 
Appointments. 


On 29th April Sir THomas Rotts Warrincton, Lord Justice of 
Appeal, was, by His Majesty's command, sworn of His Majesty's Most 
Honourable Privy Council, and took his place at the Board sccordingly. 

Mr. J. A Foorer, K.C . M. A.. St. J yhn’s College, Cambridge, and 
Mr. M. L. Romer, K.C., Trinity Hall, Cambridge, have been nominated 
University Counsel, in place of the late Mr. G. W. Hemming, K.C., 
and the late Mr. A. Cohen, K.C. 





Information Required. 
WILL OF THE LATE ALBERT BLAGDON MANSFIELD, 


of Powerscroft-road, Clapton, formerly of Upton-lane, Forest Gate, 
Dairy Farmer, deceased. Any solicitor or other person having prepared, 
or having any knowledge of, the will of the above, is asked to com- 
municate with Messrs. Hubbard, Son & Eve, solicitors, 110, Cannon 
street, E.C. It is thought the will may have been signed while 
deceased was a patient in St. Bartholomew's Hospital in 1890. 


Re HENRY BALDY BUCKERIDGE.—To solicitors and others. 
Any person having any information concerning the draft or original 
of any will or codicils of Henry Baldy Buckeridge, late of 293, 
Walworth-road, 8.E., cheesemonger and provision merchant, dated sub- 
sequent to 2lst June, 1895, is requested to communicate at once with 
Messrs. C. J. Smith ‘& Hudson, solicitors, 5, Fenchurch-street, London, 
E.C., solicitors for the next-of-kin. 





General. 


Sir John Winfield Bonser, formerly Chief Justice of the Straits 
Settlements, of 3, Eaton-place, 8.W., who died on 9th December last, 
aged sixty-seven years, left unsettled property of the gross value of 
£51,509, with net personalty £27,701. The residue of the property is 
left in trust for his wife for life or widowhood, and then as to one-half 
in trust for each of the testator’s children, Joyce and Phebe. In the 
event of the failure of these trusts, the residue is to go to Christ's 
College, Cambridge, for founding scholarships for poor and deserving 
students. 

A Reuter’s telegram from Madrid says that a fire broke out on 4th 
May in the great eighteenth-century building cupied by the Law 
Courts in the Calle de Doha Barbara de Braganza. The fire began 
in the Supreme Court, which was soon burnt to the ground. Owing 
to the lack of water pressure the flames spread rapidly, and in the 
afternoon the whole building was alight. Seftor Aranda, a Judge of 
the Court of Cassation, was overcome while endeavouring to save the 
official papers of his court, and died of suffocation. A large number 
of firemen were injured The Times adds the following note :—The 
Madrid Law Courts were formerly a convent of Salesian nuns erected 
in 1758 by Ferdinand VI. and his wife Barbara de Braganza. It was 
built in imitation of the Madame de Maintenon’s retreat of St. Cyr, 
and was remarkable for its great size and lack of taste. 

Mr, Francis heard a summons on Tuesday at Westminster Police 
Court against Lionel Andrew, of Drayton-gardens, South Kensington, 
a consulting engineer and motor expert, for driving a motor chassis 
at a speed dangerous to the public. Prosecuting for the police, Mr 
Muskett said it was really a shocking case. The evidence was to the 
effect that the defendant, standing on a motor chassis in Grosvenor 
road, Embankment, drove at a rate of from twenty-five to thirty miles 
an hour, knocking down and so seriously injuring an old men that 
nis right leg had to be amputated. On the sudden application of the 
brakes the chassis skidded round and mounted the pavement. The 


s 


defendant said that the old man was sitting on a doorstep, and that 
he bound his leg with a piece of rope to stop hemorrhage. Previous 
convictions having been mentioned, Mr. Francis said he regarded it 
as a very serious case, and fined the defendant £20, with five guineas 
costs, and suspended his licence for six months. 


The proprietor of the Coburg-court Hotel, Bayswater-road, says the 
Times, was summoned before Mr. Garrett at Marylebone Police Court 
on Monday for alleged offences against the Shops Act. There were 
twenty-eight summonses altogether. Mr. Pawlyn, solicitor, prosecut- 
ing for the London County Council, explained that the summonses were 
for failing to give workers employed at the hotel a half-holiday; fail- 
ing to give proper meal times; and failing to exhibit notices as required 
by the Act. He understood that the defence was that the hotel was 
not a shop as defined by the Act. Numberless hotels had been dealt 
with under the Act, but never until now had it been seriously sug- 
gested that an hotel was not a shop. Mr. Freke Palmer said that 
the hotel was a private one; in fact, only an enlarged boarding-house. 
A restaurant that was said to be open to non-residents had been dis- 
ontinued. Mr. Garrett said it was difficult to draw a distinction 
between a private hotel and a boarding-house. The restaurant that 
was open at the time to some extent brought the hotel just within 
the border-line, and technically tne defendant came within the Act. 
There would be a nominal penalty of 2s. 6d. on each of the summonses. 


The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
“Oxford ’’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes”’ and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and genera] appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The “‘ Oxford” is only genuine when connected with the 
name of Witt1am Baker & Co.—(Advt.) 


Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 1 JOYE. NEVILLE. 
Monday, May 3 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Greswell Mr. Bloxam Mr. Leach 
Tuesday ...... 4 Borrer Bloxam Jolly Goldschmidt 
W ednesday 5 Leach Jolly Synge Church 
Thursday .... 6 Charch Borrer Farmer Greswell 
DE epscese 7 Synge Goldschmidt Church Jolly 
Saturday e © Farmer Leach Goldschmidt Borrer 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
J Eve. SARGANT. ASTBURY. YOunNGcER. 
Monday, May 3 Mr. Farmer Mr. Church Mr. Borrer Mr. Jolly 
Tuesday .... 4 Synge Farmer Leach Greswell 
Wednesday 5 Bloxam Goldschmidt Greswell Borrer 
Thursday .. 6 Goldschinidt Leach Jolly Synge 
en Leach Borrer Bloxzam Farmer 
Saturday .... 8 Church Greswell Synge Bloxam 














THE LIGENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOoOORGATE STRUT, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 
application. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
LIMITED IN OHANCERY. 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, April 30. 


pues: rims, Ltp.—Creditors are require}, on or before May 14, to send their names 
and a/idresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Hope, 2v, 
Willow st, Accringten, liquidator 

METALLURGIQUE, LrD.—Creditors are requirel, on or before June 1, tosend their 
— and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas James 

Bond, 48, Gresham st, or to Frederick Westcott, 15, Eastcheap, joint liquidators 

ROBERT STRAUGHAN, trading as GEORGE BROWN.-—Creditors are refuired, on or before 
May 15, to t! names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Maurice Jenks, 6, Old Jewry, trustee. 

8. H. ALSTON, LtpD.—Creditors are required, or or before June 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the gusthoulens of their claims, to Charles Champness, Esq 
198, Cannon st, receiver. 

TvRKIsH ComporaTion, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required 
on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts<or claims, to Mr. George Patteson, Pinners Hall, Austin Friars, liquidator 


JoINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 4. 


Co-OPERATIVE SUPPLIES, Ltd.—Creditors are required, or before June 8, to send 
in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Charles 
Fairchild, 34, Wilson st, Finsbury, liqaidator 

Foeaitrs Druc Co, Lrp. (In VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 31, to send their names and Faye mney and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Parkin Stan! yy Booth, 2. Bixteth st, 4 ool, liquidator. 

FRUIT AND VEGETABLE GROWERS AssocrATION, LtTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Mav 27, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to James Benjamin Reeves, 23, Queen Victoria st, liquidator. 

LANCASHIRE RUBBER WORKS, LTD. —Creditors are required, on or before June 3, to send 
in their names and addresses, and fu!l particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Stenton Gibbon, 40, Br. zennose st, Manchester, or Wm. Ros Sharp, 30, Brown 
st, Manchester, liquidators. 

LinpEN Court, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or be‘ore Jane 21, to send their name, 
and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Mills Branford, 
3, Broad st bidgs, liquidator. 

VALENTINES CONFECTIONERY Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 23, 
to their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Oliver Sunderland, 15, Eastcheap, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—¥RIDAY, April 30. 


Bank Shipping Co, Ltd. 

Chesterfield and District Uniosist Club, 
Edward Parker, Ltd. td. 
Anglo-Swedish Trust, Ltd. 
Hudson & Co (Clothiers), Ltd. 
Bukit Tambun Coconut Co, Lid. 
Dewsbury Garage (1914), Ltd, 
H. & 8. Ba: ker, Ltd. 
Kneen & Co, Ltd. 


L 
Abbeydale Conservative Club, Lt/. 
Garden Reach Spicning aud Manufac- 
turing Co, Ltd. 
Pacific Shipping, Ltd. 
Westminster Press Agency, Ltd. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, May 4 


New Mills and Disley Brickworks Co, Ltd. Lucas Holiday Cam>s Co, Ltd. 

F. J. Von Laer & Co, Ltd, Roadawant Co, Ltd. 

Francis Brothers, Ltd. Bland & Co, Ltd. 

Dare, Ltd. British Traders and Contractors, Ltd. 
Tropex (Centra! America) Syndicate, Ltd. Hellerby Syndicat -, Ltd. 

Tropex (East — Syndicate, Ltd. Craigholm School, Ltd. 

Tulloch & Co, Atrato Trading Co, Ltd. 

Cu-Uperative banpiies, Ltd. Electric Railway Sigaalling Syn ‘icate, Ltd. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUEspAY, April 27. 
ApAMs, JOHN HENRY, Littleport, Cambridge, Ironmonger June1 Hal! & Campbell, 
El 


AYMES, Rscuanp, Guildford June 24 Mellersh, Godalming 

Baby, Makig HELENE WILHELMIME RENAUD, Quebec, Canada May 27 Bischoff & Co, 
Great Winchester st 

Baker, THOMAS ARTHUR, Acton st, Gray's inn rd, Agent May 31 Houghton & fons, 
Finsbury Pavement 

BARKER, EMANURL, Calverley, Yorks May 31 Wilson, Le ds 

BakLow, Commander BeRNHARD ALEXANDER PRATT, R.N., Devonport June 17 
Adshead, Arundel st . 

CAMPBELL, FINLAY, Brantridge Park, nr Balcombe, Sussex June 5 Murray & Co 
Birchin in 

CHAMBERLAIN, THOMAS DANIEL, Bradford May 30 Atkinson, Bradford 

CHARTERIS, Lady MARGARET, Grosvenor sq June 4 Hallowe: & Carter, B dford 


row 
sae nam, Bolsover, Derby, Carting Contractor June 1 Barber, Notting- 


ae. —~~_--¥ Sir CHRISTOPHER GEORGE Francis Maurice, KCVO, CB, 
Ric Yorks May 31 Biddle & Co, Aliermanbury 

CUTHBERT, THOMAS, Grove rd, Brixton May 31 Baldwi:, Bristol 

Davies, Jos, Abergavenny May 31 Watkins, Pontrilas, Hereford 

Dixon, FLETCaER, Sydney, New South Wales June5 Bell & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Fipor, Eitza, lipton, Staffs, Grocer June 24 Powell & Browett, Birmingham 

Grit, Henry Horatio, Hobart ss Jane5 Murray & Co, Birchin In 

oop WIN, FREOKRICK, Mile Eni May 27 Routh & Co, Sonthampton et, Bloomsbury 

Hatt, Sipyey, Stalylridge, Chester May 8 Liugards «& Hamp, Manchester 





flaANSEN, Henny CHRISTIAN, Swansea, Lodging House Keeper May 14 Evans, 


Swansea 

HERTSLET, GEORGINA WAINEWRIGHT, Leonard pl, Kensington Janel Rider & Co, 
New sq, Lincoln's ina 

HoLpING, GEoRGE CHARLES ParLir, Leamington, Warwick May 15 Holding, 
Golden sq 

Hotness, THOMAS, Farsley, Yorks, Grocer May 31 Wilson, Leeds 

Hupsarp, Davip Dery, Alexandra ri, Upper Norwood May 2 Hubbard, 
Chancery In 

HULL, THOMAS READ, Railway Tavern, Liverpool st, Licensed Victualler June 3 Taylor 
& Taylor, New Broad st 

KEIGHLEY, Epwakb, Farsiey, Yorks May 31 Wilson, Leeds 

LANGLEY, W ILLIAM, Marylauds rd, Paddington June? Kirby & Co, The Sanctuary, 
Ww estminster 

MacLeay, Henry JonN, Beekenham June 8 Nelson, & Co, Cannon st 

Mason, Horatio, Walsall, Carpenter May 31 Miller, Walsall 

Mason, Ropert, Easington, in Hollerness, Yorks, Yeoman June22? Park & Son, 
Hull 

MaTuias, HENRY VINCENT, Bitterne, Southampton June 21 Andrew & Co, Great 
James st 

MILLER, Lizziz, Wimbledon, Surrey June 5 Murray & Co, Birchin In 

MILLWOOD, WILLIAM, Savernake rd, Hampstead Junel Stanley & Co, Theobalds rd 

MUNBY, FREDERICK JAMES, Scarborough June 1 Munby & Scott, York 

RAMSDEN, EDWARD ALBERT, Hanley, Staffs, Cooper's Manager May 22 Adams, 
Tunstall 

ROBINSON, HENRIETTA ANN, Southport May 24 Hood, Birkenhead 

ResInson, JOHN, Hedon, in Holderness, Yorks, Farmer May 2 Park & Son, Hull 

Rypon, ANNIE, Hove, Sussex Junel7 Rydon, Cornhill 

SAMUBL, FANNY, Kingston upon Hull, Wall Paper Merchant May.24 Pearlman, 
Hull 

SARPY, PieRne GABRIEL, Lyfordrd, Wandsworth May 31 Stanley & Co, Essex st, 
Strand 

SCOLES, CHARLES, Bishopsgate, Importer of Fancy Goods June 1 Morley & Co, Gresham 
House 

SLATER, MATILDA JANE, Pulborouch, Sussex May 81 Martin & Frend, Tunbridge 
Wells 


SMITH, THOMAS JAMES, Kingston upon Hull, Wool Broker May 24 Pearlman, Hull 

SYELSON, MARY ANN, Smethwick, Staffs Junel Ryland & Co, Birmingham 

Spicer, JAMES, Eltham, Kent June5 Murray & Co Birchin in 

STANLEY, HeNRY Epwarp, Bury St Edmunds, Auctioneer June 10 Greene & Greene, 
Bury St Edmunds 

STEPHENSON, Rev ROBERT, Southport May 30 Mee & Co, Retford 

STEWART, LOUISA ELIZA Mary, Weston super Mare May 15 Salmon & Cumberland, 
Bristol 

SYKES, CHARLES FREDERICK, Huddersfield, Woolen Manufacturer May 31 Plerey 
Huddei sfield 

TULL, SARAH, Kingston on Thames May 17 Maitland & Co, Kingstonon Thames 

Cyson, ANN, Gosforth May 22 Thompson, Whitehaven 

Warp, Jenny, Lytham, Lanes May 2? Gaulter, Fleetwood 

Watts, HENRY SAMUEL. Southport May 31 Dowse, Manchester 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Furniture Manufacturer May 10 Arnold & Son, 
sirmingham 

WILson, Harriet, York July 1 Crombie & Sons, York 

WINSTANLEY, JouN, Wigan, Farmer May 2% Barlow & Co, Wigan 


London Gazette.—Fuimpay, April 30. 


ALBERY, ELIza EMILy, Southsea June 5 Blake & Co, Portsmouth 

BAMBER, Commander WALTER LEIGH, KN, Southsea June 24 Hobbs & Brutton, Porte 
mouth 

BATES, ELIZABETH, Bare, Morecambe May 19 Faweett & Unsworth, Morecambe 

BATH, SAMUEL, Bath June 2s Scott, Bath 

Bishor, WILLIAM, Hellingly, Sussex Junel Swann, Heathfield, Sussex 

BRADLEY, NATHANIEL, Manchester, Merchant June 5 Brett & Co, Manchester 

CAbDOGAN, Rt Hon Ear! Groner Herry, KG, Chelsea House May 22 Lee & Pemberton, 
Lincola’s inn fields 

CAMMELL, ARCHIBALD ALLAN, Hather:age, Derby May 31 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

Carr, MARY EMILY, Southend on Sea May 27 Cregsons & Powell, Southend on Sea 

CARROLL, THOMAS, Liverpcol. Furniture Dealer May3l Quiggin & Son, Liverpool 

CARTER, JOHN WALLATOR, Nesscliffe, Salop, Coal Dealer June 12 G R&C E Wace, 
Shrewsbury 

CHAPMAN, ELIZ4nETH, High st, Stoke Newington, Undertaker May & Double & 
Sons, Fore st 

COCKSHOTT, CATHERINE, Shipley, Yorks June 10 Weatherheal & Knowles, Bingley 

CoLe, HENRY, Leicester rd, East Finchley June 10 Mcad & Sona, Jermyn st 

DUNSMURE, FREDERICK, Edinburgh June l2 Murray & Co, Birchin lane 

Ft DDY, JAMES, reneen, St Just in Penwith, Cornwali May 26 Boase, Penzance 

+MERY, ELLEN, Swinton, Lancs Janel’ Brydon, Manchester 

GLapMaN, GEonGE THOMAS, Waterloo bridge, Lambeth, Fruit Salesman July 1 
Greville Smith, Clements inn, Stgand 

GRAY, GORDON EVELYN ELLIOTT, Lieut, RN, May 15 Sharman & Trethewy, Bedford 

Guivritus, CLEMENT James, Holland rd, Kensington May 21 Spencer-Cridland, 
Victoria st 

HartTorr, HELEN MARGARET GEORGINA 
Essex st 

Hawes, PuiLir, Hafod, Swansea May 20 Puntan, Swansea 

HaWkINS, GEORGE ERNEST, Handsworth, Birmingham, Electro-Plater May 31 Brooks 
& Monk, Birmingham ° 

HEPPLS, ISABELLA CH&ISTINA, St Leonards on Sea June 1 T& WG Maddison, 
Darham 

Hicks, Jou, Grindon, Durham, Farmer May 18 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 

HUMPHREY, PHILLIS, Keigate June 30 Smith, Reigate 

HUMPHRIES, JOSEPH, Chiswick May 28 Bartlett & Gluckstein, Piccadilly 

Hunt, Epwaep, Bath May 18 Carpenter, Bath 

INGRAM, JoHN THOMIsON, Weston super Mare, Coal Merchant May 31 Cottrell & Son, 
birmingham 

JACKMAN, Gronoe, Ventnor, I of W, Riding Master June 1 tuckell & Drew, I of W 

Jones, WILLIAM, Llanwnda, Carnavon, Farmer June 1 Jones, Carnarvon 

Kemp, MARTHA SOPHIA, Filey, Yorks June 1 Turner & Co, Ipswich 

Kyte, WILLIAM Tom, Hampton Park, Southampton May 31 Lomer & Co, South- 
ampton 

LANE, ELiZaBeTH, Cardiff? May 18 Bradley & Son, Cardiff 

LAW, MARY ANN, York June8 ®pink & Brown, York 

LEE, JosEeru, Croydon May 25 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 

MARONA, Rev CHARLES ANTONIO, Hurstpierpolut, Suwex June | Piper, Husrtpier- 
point 

MARTIN, Henry, Worthing, Civ!] Engineer May 31 Hamlins & Co, Fleet at 

Mavup, JOHN WILLIAM, Halifax, Machine Maker June 12 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

METCALFE, ANNIE, Norwich May 81 Biyith, Nerwich 

MILLER, JOHN Wes-TeR, Darlington May 28 Wooller, Darlington 

MORRISON, MARGARET, Keswick rd, Putney May 31 Churchman & Co, Norfolk st, 
Strand 

PARTON, MARY, Merstbam, Surrey June7 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st 

~*~ Gronoe Hexxy Dove.as, Lennox gdns, June1 Hores & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

ROYLE, Jonn, Hull, Shipwright’s Driller May 30 Lockiag& Co, Hull 

SALMON, RoBEaT JOHN, U.ifton, Bristol May 31 Watts, Bristol 

SMALLEY, PRISCILLA, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs May 31 Kcddish & Keys, Charch 

SMITH, ALEXANDSK, Manchester, Merchant May 31 Boote & Co, Manchester 


, Hove, Sussox May 31 Chamberlain & Co, 


ee ee 
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SwiTH, Georer, Kingston upon Holl, Broker June 1 
MITH. Taomas, Glossop, Derby, Commercial Traveller J 

Glossop 

FOUTHERN, ELIZABRTH, Ba kworth Colliery, Northamberlan 
-satie upon Tyne 

STarres, Jouns, Grandicon rd, ¢ 

STEARNS, ELWARD CONSTANTINE, 
Adkin & Son, Dowgate nill 

STRAN GHAN, MARY ELLEN, Liverpool June 12 

raYLor, WS LLIAM, Milvrow, Lanes, Woollen Weaver 
Lyne 


apham Common Vay 51 
Enfield, 'Middix, Stock 


June 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette—TUrSDAY, April <7 
RECKIVING ORDERS 

ALDEN, JoszPn, Gristhorpe, Yorks, Labourer Scoer- 
borough Pet April 22 Ord Ayril 22 

ALLEN, Henry, Kidderminster, Giocer 
Pet April 2t Ord April 21 

VAYLY, EDWARD WRIxXoN, Margate, Hotel 
Canterbury Pet April22 Ord Aj; ril 96 

CURTIS, Exnest EDWARD, Worcester Park, Surrey, Bank 
Clerk Croy on Pet Mar27 Ord April 20 

DAVire, Jomn, East Cilrhedyn, Carm:rthenshire, Retired 
Farner Carmarthen Pet April 8 Ord April 24 

DELVES, GroroR, Keneworth, Bedford, Tailor Luton 
April 23 ord April 238 

DURRANT, JOHN BADINGFIELD, Sexmundham, Suffolk 
Carting Agent Ipswich Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

FISHER, BERTRAM CHARIES, Great Queen st, Advertising 
Agent High Court Pet Feb 11 Ord Apr’! 20 

GASKIN, JOHN, Nottinghem, Stockbroker Notiingham 
Pet Mar 81 Ord April 22 

GeoRGR, ARTHUR, Ton Pentre, Glam, Tailkr 
Pet Apri] 22 Ord April 22 

Gross, FRLIX, Newcastle upon Tyne, Agent 
upon Tyne Pet april 23 Ord April 23 

HiRRBERT, WILLIAM, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, lutcher 
Poole Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

KENNERLEY, HARRY, Smallwood, nr fandbach, ( hester, 
Hay Dealer Maccleefic id Pet April 23 Ord 
April 23 

KYLB, Gipson, and ALEXANDER Dopson KyYLk, Barnard 
Castle, Durham, Contractors Stockton on Tees Pet 
Mari? Ord April 21 

LUNN, HORATIO NELSON, Great Grimsby, Chemist Great 
Grimsby Pet April? Ord April 22 

MORRIS, JAMES ROBERT, Shrewsbury 
April 14 Grd April 24 

New, Horace, Evesban:, Worcester, Market Gardener 
Worcester Pet Mar8i Ord April 24 

NAWSOME, ANNIE SARAH BORSFALL, Brighton 
Pet April 23 Ord Apri! 23 

NORMAN, CHARLES BoswkLL, St Margaret's at Cliffe, | 
Kent Canterbury Pet Mar® Ord April 24 

PARKER, MARY, Woodhall Bpa, Lincoln Lincoln 
April 24 Ord April 24 

POUNDALL, DONALD, Nottinghsm, 
Pet April 24 Ord Apri! 24 

RICHARDSON, CLAUDE STANLEY, 
Buckingham Gate High Court 
April 24 

SMITH, JOSEPH ELIJAH, Feacombe, Chester, Captain of a 
Steam Tug Warrington Pet April 23 Ord April 2% 

VICKERS, ARTHUR, Salford, Finisher Salford Pet Mar 13 
Ord April 22 | 

WEBLE&Y, ALBERT Jayes, Lianelly, House Furnisher Car- 
marthen Pet Mar 24 Ord April 24 | 

WILLIS, ARTHUR, Skipton, Yorks, Aerated Water Manu- | 
facturer Bradford Pet April 23 Ord April 23 | 

WYATT, MARTIN, Shrewsbury Pet 
April 23 | 


Kidderminster 


Proprietor 


Pet 


Pontypridd 


x 


ewcastle 


Shrewsbury Pet 


Er'ghton 


Pet 
Miner Nottingham 


and Basil 
Pet April 24 


Di KINB, 
Ord 


Shrewsbury, Baker 
rd April 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALDEN, JoskrH, Gristhorpe, Yorks, Labourer 
Off Rec, 48 Westborcugh, Scarborough 
BAYLY, | DWARD WRIXON, Margate, Hotel Proprietor 
May 5 at 11.15 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 
CUNLIFFR, JOHN WILLIAM, Skelmersdale, Lancs, Colliery 
Dataller May 5 at 11 Off Ree, Union Marine bidgs, 
11, Dale st, Liverpcel 

Curtis, Exyest Epwarp, Worcester Park, Surrey, Bank 
Clerk May 4 at 12 182, York ed, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

DURRANT, JOHN 
Carting Agent 
at, Ipswich 

EARLE, ALBERT GEORGE, Malvern, Company Director 
May 5 at 1130 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Kevin, Frep, Barton on Humber, Cycle Polisher May 6 
at 10.30 Off Rec, St. Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

GEORGE, ARTHUR, Ton Pentre, Glam, Tailor May 5 at 
11.15 @ff Rec, St. Catherine's chmbrs, St. Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

HAWKING, JAMES, Weston Surer Mare, Butcher's Manage 
May 5 at 11.30 Off Kec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

HERBERT, WILLIAM, Upper Parkstone, Dorset Butcher 
May 5 at 2.30 Dorchester chmbrs (first floor), Yelver- 
ton rd, Beurnemouth 

HOLDEN, JAMES, Radcliffe, Lancs, Stationer 
Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

JACKSON, THOMAS WILLIAM, Faxfleet, Yorks, Farmer 
May 5 at 11.80 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low. 
gate, Hull 

LARKWORTHY, ISAAC, Plymstock, nr Plymouth, Labourer 
May 6 at 3.15 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

MORKIS, JAMES ROBERT, Shrewsbury May Sati2 Off 
Rec, 22, Swanhill, Shrewsbury 

NIGHTINGALE & GorDoN, West Bromwich, Theatre Pro- 
prietors May ll at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Cor- 
poration st, Birmingham | 

PECKHAM, ALFRED EDMUND, Ashton on Mersey, Cheshire, | 
— May 5at 3.30 Of Rec, Byrom st, Manches- 
er 


May 4até 


BEDINGFIELD, Saxmundham, Suffolk, 


May 7 at 1230 Off Ree, 36, Princes 


May 6at 11.30 


Williamson, Hull Torry, WALTER RALPH, 


Fo: er & C», Essex st 


Toulmin ¢ 


| RICHARDSON, CLAUDE STANLEY, and 


| BROWNING, ERNEST, Spilsby, Lincs, Stone Mason 


| CLIFTON, 


une 1 Ireland & Hadfield, Birwingham 
d Junel Gee & Co, New- | yur auaert RICHARD, 


| Bosh lo 


ard Share Dealer Junel 


& C:, Liverpool zance 
1 Bardsley, Ashton onder 
Tyne 








PEPPERCORN, FREDERICK, The Broadway, Deptford 
7at 11 182, York rd, Westminster bridge rd 

RICHARDSON, CLAUDE STANLLY, and BAsite DICKINS 
tuckingham Gate Maj 5 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

SKINNER & GRANT, Br miley, Kent, Tallorsa 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

TAYLOR, THOMAS, Flixton, Lancs, Baker 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Watkins, DasieL, Lampeter, Solicitor 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 


May 4 atll 
May Gat 8 


May 5 at 12.30 


WILLIS, ARTHUR, Skipton, Yorks, Aerated Water Manu- | 


facturer May 6 at 11 Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Brad. 


f rd 

Wyatt, MARTIN, Shrewsbury, Baker May 8at 11 30 

Ric, 22, Svan hill, Shewsbury 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

ALLEN, JosErn, @risihorpe, Yorks, 
borough let April 22 Ord April 22 

ALLEN, Hewry, Kidd: rminster, Grocer 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

LOWNIE, JAMES MANNERS, 
Agevt High Court Pet Jan & Ord April 23 

DURRANT, JOHN BEDINGFIELD,‘ Saxmundbam, Scffolk, 
Carting Agent Ipswich Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Ford, Jony, Eastleigh, Southampton, Butcher South- 
ampton Pet April 19 Ord April 23 

GRORGE, ARTHUR, Ton Pentre, Glam, Tailor Pontypridd 
Pet Apri 22 Ord April 22 

HERBERT, WILLIAM, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, Butcher 
Poole Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

KENNERLEY, Harry, Smallwood, 
Dealer Macclesfield Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

LETUBRIDGR, Joux WALTER, Pomeroy st, New Cross, 
Dairyman High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord April 22 

NEWSOME, ANNIE SARAH HORSFALL, Brighton Brighton 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

PARKER, Mary, V oodhall Spa, Lincs Lincoln Pet April 
%4 Ord April 24 

POUNDALL, D@NALD, Nottingham, 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


Labourer Scar- 


Miner Nottingham 

BASIL DICKIN®, 

Buckingham Gate High Court Pet April 24 Ord 
April 24 

SAVORY, ALLAN EpwaRp, City rd, Accountant High Ceurt 
Pet Mar9 Ord April 23 

SMITH, JosePH ELIJAH, Seacombe, Chester, Captain of a 
Steam Tug Warrington P:t April 23 Ord April?3 


| WHITNALL, JoHN WILLIAM, Hulme, Manchester, Whole- 


sale Tobacconist Manchester Pet April 16 Ord 


April 22 


| WILLIS, ARTHUR, Skipton, Yorks, Aerated Water Manu- 


Pet April 28 Ord April 23 
Shrewsbury Pet 


facturer Bradford 
WYATT, MARTIN, Shrewsbury, Baker 
April 23 Ord April 23 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April 30. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALLEN, HENRY, Staunton, Worcestershire, Farmer Glouces- 
ter Pet Ma: 27 Ord April 28 

ANDREWS, FRANK M, Great Cumberiand pi, Hyde Park, 
High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord April 27 

ANKERS, ROBERT, Swansea Swansea Pet Apr.! 26 
April 26 

BILSLAND, ROBERT, Lauderdale mans, Maida Vale High 
Court Pet Mar31 Ord April27 , 


Ord 


Boston 
Pet April27 Ord April 27 

BURNET, JoHN FROGGATT, Sheffield, Drysalter Sheffield 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 


| CHOWEN, ARTHUR HENRY, Wolverhampton, ‘onfectioner 


Wolverhampton Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
WILLIAM JosEPH, Tyseley, Worcester Press 
Birmingham Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Portemouth, Tobacconist 
Ord April 26 

Brighton Pet Mar 


Tool Maker 

COURTNELL, Henry JOHN, 
Portsmouth Pet April 26 

Cox, FREDERICK AUGUSTUS, Brighton 
25 Ord April 27 

DALTON, JOHN SAMUEL, Hathersoge, Derby, Builder Derby 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

DAVIS, SMOLINSKY, Colveston Picture 
Palace Maneger High Court 26 «(Ord 
April 26 

Dopson, Josern EDWARD, Liverpool, Schoolmaster 
poo! Pet Ayril28 Ord April 28 

EDWARDS, JAMES, Midd’ewich, « hesbire, Baker 
and Crewe Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

GRESTY, ALBERT EDWARD, Urmston, Lancs, Grey Cloth 
Agent Manchester Fet Aprili2 Ord April 26 

HAYCRAFT, HENRY, Castle st, E Oxford st, Costume 
Manufacturer High Court Pet April 14 Ord 
April 26 

Hewitt, Joun EDWARD, Levenshulme, Lancs, Cloth Agent 
Manchester Pet Mar 31 Ord April 26 

Jmpson, OscAR Robert, East Dereham, Norfolk, Baker 
Norwich Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

PARDOR-MaTTHEWS, R W, South Audley st High Court 
Pet Feb 25 Ord April 28 

PARKINSON, JOSEPH ARTHUR, and MARGARET KATHLEEN 
PARKINSOSN, Moston, Manchester, Laundry Propri- 
etors Manchester Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

Pocock, ARTHUR FRiDERICK, Cumberland pk, Acton, 
High Court Pet Mar31 Ord April 23 


cres, Dalston, 
Pet April 


Liver- 


Nantwich 


Great Barr, Staffs, Coal Merchant 


TURP.N, PRISCILLA MARTIN, Felixstowe 
WHEAR, NATHANIEL COULSON, Penzance, Sanitary Inspector 


| SHERWOOD, CHARLES, Ross, Hereford, Bco’ msker 
Off | 


| 
Off 


Kidderm nster 
| 


Oxford st, Cinematograph | 





pr Sandbach, Hay | 








May 31 Sydney & Ce, 


| TOURLE, FRA\K, Worthing May 31 Piper, Worthing 
Thatham, Newbury, Berks 


Junel Vardercom & Co, 


May 26 Eaden, Rughy 


May8 Harvey, Pen. 


WILLIAMSON, ROBERT WAISTER, Jarrpw Junel4 Newlands & Newlands, Jarrow on 


May | P. LLARD, Jonn Bevyry, Halifax, Plumber Halifax Pet 


April 28 Ord April 28 

REILLY, Kate, Whitcombst High Court Pet Sent ig 

Ord April 28 

Scort, JoHN WILLIAM, Loughtorough, Leicester, Tailor 
Leicester Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

Here- 
ford Pet April 26 Ord Apri! 26 

SMITH, GEORGE KaY, Ni weastle upon [yne, Draper New. 
castie upow Tyne Pet Aprill7 Ord April 26 


| SMITH, SARAH Louisa, Middlesbrough Middlesbrough 


Pet April 26 Ord April 26 

TREASURE, JOHN, Coleford, 5 mers: t, General Shopkeeper 
Frome Pet April 27 Ord April 27 

TURNER, Josern Grant, South Shields. Corn Merchant 
Newcastle upon Tyve Pet April13 Ord April 2% 

WEATHERHEAD, ROBERT HENRY, York, Baker York Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 

WHITE, WILLOUGHBY, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
April 26 Ord april 26 

WILLIAMS, JOHN OaTES, Penzance, Restaurant Keeper 
Truro Pet April 27 Ord April 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALLEN, Henry, Kidderm'nster, Grocer, 
Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

ANDREWS, FRANK M, Great Cumberland p!, Hye Park 
May 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BILLAM, GEeRGE, jun, Hinderwell, }ork, Coal Merchant, 
| 7 at 11 Off Rec, Court chm'rs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

RILSLAND, RoBERT, Lauderdale mans, Maida Vale May 
ll at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

CuoweN, ARTHUR HENRY, Wolverhampton, Confectioner 
May ll atil2 Off Rec, 30, Lichfield st, Wolverham 

CLIFTON, WILLIAM JOSEPH, T:seley, Worcester, r) 
Tool Maker May 12 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 1, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 

DAVIS, SMOLINSKY, Colveston cres, Dalston, Picture 
Palace Manager May 10 st 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

DELvrs, Groner, Kentworth, Bi dfcrd, Tail r May7 at 
12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northamptcn 

DE RoOEBECK, BENRY EDWARD WILL'AM, Boren, Perran- 
ar Worthall, Cornwall (As previously gazetted) 

ED WARDS, JamMPFs, Middlewich. Chester, Baker May 7 at 
12 Off Rec, King et, Newcastle, Staflordshire 

FISHER, BERTRAM CHARLES, Gt Queen st, Advertising 
Agent May 10at1 Bankrup'cy bidgs, Carey st 

Gross, FeLrx, Newcastle upon Tyne, Agent Msy II at 

11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

HANSEN, VALDEMAR CARL CHRISTIAN, Beaconsfield, 
Bucks, Nurseryman May 7 at 12 1 St Aldates, 
Oxterd 

HAYORAPFT, HENRY, Castle st, East Oxford st, Costume 
Manufacturer May 11 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 


May 7 at 8 


| KESNERLEY, HARRY, Smsllwood. nr Sandbach. Chester, 


Hay Dealer May 7at12 Off Rec, 23 King Edward st, 
Macclesfie!d 
KYLF, GIBSON, and ALEXANDER Dopson Kyur, Barnard 
Castle, Durham, Contractors May7 at 12 Off Rec, 
Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesb: ough 
LunN, HoRATIO NELSON, Grat Grimsby. Chemist 
May8 atll Off Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great 
Grimaby 
MORGAN, JOHN THOMAS, Chesterfield, Grocer May 8 at It 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham — 
NEWSOME, ANNIE SARAH HORSPALL, Brighton May? at 
12 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
PARDOE- MATTHEWS, R W, South Audley st May 12 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
PARKER, MARY, Woodhall Spa, Lines, Farmer May 4 
at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 
Pocock, ARTHUR FREDERICK, Cumberland pk, Acton 
May 12 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
POLLARD, JoHN HENRY, Halifax, Plumber May 11 at 
11.15 County Court House, Prescott st, Halifax 
POUNDALL, DONALD, Notiingham, Miner May 8 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 4 Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
REILLY, KATE, Whitcomb st May 12at11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
Scort, JoHN WILLIAM, Loughborough, Leicester, Tailor 
May 10at12 Off Kec, 1, Berridge st, Le cester 
Smit’, GEORGE KAY, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper May 
12 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
SMITH, JOSEPH ELIJAH, Seacombe, Cheshire, St am Tug 
Captain May 7 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom 5t, Man- 
chester 
TomNICLIFFE, GLADYS H, May 14 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester - 
TURNER, DOUGLAS, Sheffield, Merchant May 7 at 1 30 
Off Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield hid 
TURDER, JOSEPH GRANT, Harton Village. nr South Shi ids 
Corn Merchant May 12 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley *t, 
Ne weastle upon Tyne ‘ 
WEATHERHEAD, ROBERT Hunry, York, Baker May 114 
$ Off Rec, The Red House. Duncombe pl, York 
WHITY, THOMAS WILLIAM, Burnham Abbey, Bucks, 
mer May 10 at 11.30 14, Bedford row ee 
WHITNAL, JOHN WILLIAM, Hulme, Manchester, — 
ssle Tobacconist May 7 at 3 ff Rec, Byrom*t, 
Manchester Lene 
WILSON, JOHN, and JoserH WILSON, Ashton under Lyne 
Tailors ay 11 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom #, 
Manchester 


Llandudno 


Far- 





bidgs, 


ny 7 at 
eTran- 
ay 7 at 


tising 


»stume 
bidgs, 


hester, 
ard st, 


arnard 
ff Rec, 


hemist 
Great 


8 at il 
ay 7 at 

at 
May l4 


Acton 


ruptcy 
Tailor 
May 
Tyne 


rug 
Man- 








